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THE PROBLEM, HYPOTHESES, AND 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
The proliferation of marriage and family enrichment 
programs in the last two decades has drawn considerable 
interest from professionals working in the area of marriage 
and family. Otto (1976) considers these enrichment programs 
to be a form of family life education. Other observers, 
however, have begun to refer to enrichment as constituting a 
new professional area (Smith, Shoffner & Scott, 1979) or an 
emerging field which is related to but not essentially a 
part of the three existing fields of marriage and family 
specialists - education, counseling, and research (Mace, 
1979). 
Parallel to the emergence of enrichment programs as a 
new professional area has been a ground swell of interest 
in marriage and family enrichment among religious groups. 
The most visible of these programs is the Catholic Marriage 
Encounter which began in 1967 (Gallagher, 1975: Otto, 1976) 
and which, by now, has been adopted and adapted by several 
Protestant and Jewish groups. Most Protestant denomina-
tions, however, have developed their own marriage enrichment 
programs congruent with their own theological perspectives 
beginning with the Methodist Marriage Communication Lab in 
1965. On the whole, the Protestant programs tend to be 






Catholic Encounters, have less structure, and use more 
varied methodologies. 
Although marriage and family enrichment takes many 
forms, there seems to be general agreement among all its 
proponents that the QUrQose is to enhan_c_e_th_e_qualLty_of _____ _ 
already good relationships as opposed to treating malfunc-
tional relationships. Marriage enrichment is not intended 
for troubled couples or couples in crisis, but provides 
conditions for couples to discover the dynamic nature of 
their relationship and provides encouragement for them to 
grow in the direction of personal and relational potential 
(Mace, 1979). It is a growth model as opposed to a rehabil-
itation model. That Hof & Miller (1981) report some clinics 
and family service agencies are experimenting with marriage 
enrichment programs as an adjunct to counseling is an excep-
tion to the prevailing approach that marriage enrichment is 
designed to enhance healthy, stable marriages. 
The merging of several historical trends laid the 
groundwork for the beginning of the enrichment movement in 
the early 1960's. Demographic changes in today's family, 
contrasted with the family of a century ago, reveal that 
extended life expectancy coupled with fewer children per 
family will, on the average, give today's husband and wife 
23 years of conjugal living after the last child has left 
home, as compared to seven and one-half years in the last 




that as social norms change and the family becomes less a 
legal and economic entity it can no longer be held together 
by external forces. The need for internal cohesiveness then 
makes the quality of the marriage relationship a critical 
issue. 
Other forces have added to the backdrop out of which 
marriage enrichment has grown. The impact of the women's 
movement created role changes in the family. Research in 
the fields of human sexuality, communications, and the 
development of humanistic psychology all impacted on family 
functioning as did the fields of values education and adult 
education (Smith et al., 1979). Another concern often 
mentioned as leading to the beginnings of the enrichment 
movement was alarm over the rising divorce rate and the 
resulting effect on children (Otto, 1976; Hopkins, Hopkins, 
Mace & Mace, 1978). 
Burgess and Locke (1945), as they described the transi-
tion from the institutional to the companionship family, 
indicated the necessity to provide the kinds of resources 
persons need to make the new companionship pattern function. 
Beginning in 1961, the enrichment movement emerged to 
address this need, focusing on strengths already apparent 
in marriages and families and building on these. Within 15 
years, estimates based on survey data reported nearly a 
million couples had participated in marriage enrichment 






- -l - . 
4 
Otto, 1976). 
Marriage and family enrichment is offered through 
religious organizations, community colleges, and community 
agencies such as Family Service Associations, mental health 
services, and the YMCA. Many private groups also promote 
enrichment programs such as ACME (Associated Couples for 
Marriage Enrichment), Minnesota Couples Communication, and 
The Marriage Council of Philadelphia (Smith et al., 1971; 
Hof, Epstein & Miller, 1980). The U.S. military has 
encouraged and, on occasion, has ordered its personnel to 
participate in marriage enrichment programs (Mace, 1981). 
Other public funding has gone into marriage enrichment 
through the Agricultural Extension Service and through some 
public school systems. Several universities have incorpo-
rated marriage enrichment into their departmental offerings, 
including specific marriage enrichment training for the PhD 
program in Family Studies at Georgia State University's 
Department of Psychology (L'Abate & O'Callaghan, 1977), and 
at least two medical schools have enrichment programs as a 
part of their preventive health care education (Smith, 
et al., 1979). 
Marriage enrichment is offered in a variety of formats. 
The most common patterns are (1) weekend retreats for groups 
of couples, (2) multi-week training groups for the learning 
of specific skills (communication, conflict-management, 
etc.), and (3) support and growth groups. A broad range of 
5 
methodologies is used to increase self and other awareness 
I 
i 
and regard, to enhance the quality of communication, to pro-
vide conflict-management skills, and to broaden and deepen 






couple dialogues, group discussion, and structured group 
exercises with leader input. (An exception to this is 
Marriage Encounter, the Catholic model, which uses only 
couple dialogues following leader instructions [Doherty, 
McCabe & Ryder, 1978]). 
Marriage enrichment programs are seen as drawing from 
several bodies of theory (Hof & Miller, 1981). Humanistic 
psychology and Rogerian concepts have provided the primary 
rationale out of which the movement has grown. Concern for 
developing untapped human resources, affirming values and 
subjective experience, facilitating personal and relational 
growth are emphases that the enrichment movement has bor-
rowed from humanistic psychology and the human potential 
movement (Rogers, 1972). Threads of behavioral psychology 
and concepts of conditioning are also evident in marriage 
enrichment programs as couples are taught ways of increasing 
behaviors perceived to enhance the relationship and taught 
to set measurable behavioral goals (Guerney, 1977). Social 
learning theory, with its emphasis on the reciprocal nature 
of relationships in person-situation interactions, and its 



















Atkinson, & Atkinson, 1975) has also contributed to marriage 
enrichment. 
Further, Communications Theory, Family Systems Theory, 
and Group Process Theory have fed into the development of 
marriage enrichment programs as well as research in the 
areas of conflict resolution and of human sexuality (Otto, 
19761 Mace, 1975). There is a determined focus, as propo-
nents develop theory based models, on marriage as a nuclear 
relationship which determines family quality (Mace, 1975), 
on health rather than pathology, on marriage as a dynamic 
process rather than a static contract (Rogers, 1972). 
The size of marriage enrichment groups varies. The 
Encounter model, which uses little or no group process, may 
accommodate as many as thirty couples in a weekend retreat. 
Marriage enrichment programs which utilize group process 
usually limit their group size from four to eight couples 
per leader couple (Otto, 1975). 
There seems to be wide agreement that it is preferable 
for groups to be led by a married couple team, although 
there are exceptions. Leaders may be professionally related 
to the field of marriage and family counseling or may be 
paraprofessionals trained by the sponsoring agency or insti-
tution. Certification standards for leaders have been 
developed by some groups (Hopkins et al., 1978). 
The need for research in the emerging field of enrich-









Hof et al., 1980; L'Abate & O'Callaghan, 1977; Mace, 1979). 
Considering the large number of couples who have partici-
pated in these programs, the amount of research is very 
small (Hof & Miller, 1981). Most of the research to date 
has tested the outcome of various group methods (Sell, 
Shoffner, Farris & Hill, 1980) in which positive change was 
demonstrated on 60% of the criterion measures used (Gurman & 
Kniskern, 1977). Almost all the studies reported positive 
change on at least some measure following a marital enrich-
ment experience (Hof & Miller, 1981). Although these 
results may be cause for optimism for proponents of marriage 
enrichment, most of the studies have been flawed by one or 
more of the following: (1) lack of control groups, 
(2) small number of subjects, (3) failure to control for 
leader effects including equivalency of training, 
(4) failure to control group size in group comparisons, 
(5) failure to provide equal treatment length, (6) lack of 
of follow-up measures, (7) failure to use reliable and valid 
instrumentation (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; Hoff & Miller, 
1981; Summers, 1982). 
In Gurman and Kniskern's (1977) survey of marriage 
enrichment research, 86% of the studies were conducted on 
non-church related programs, of which 75% involved 
volunteers from university communities specifically 
recruited for the collection of data for research. Summers 
(1982) has called for more research to be done with the 
8 
populations where most of the programs are naturally 
occurring and to emphasize the field quality of the 
research. He emphasizes the need for ANCOVA statistics 
to be run on the data to adjust for differences in non-
randomized groups. 
Several researchers (Hof & Miller, 1981; Mace, 1975) 
have encouraged research which would identify the vital and 
operative components of a retreat. For example, how 
important is it for couples to be isolated from daily 
stresses and free of irrelevant interruptions? Many ques-
tions remain unanswered in the presentation of marriage 
enrichment programs because of meager or flawed research. 
The Problem 
Research to date has demonstrated that all marriage 
enrichment models are not equally effective. This study 
assessed the effectiveness of a specific research program 
designed for a population which rarely has been studied. A 
relationship inventory administered as a pretest, posttest, 
and delayed test measured marital satisfaction. This 
study attempted to answer the following questions: (1) Is 
a retreat location which is removed from the stresses and 
demands of participants' homes and jobs a significant vari-
able in outcome effectiveness? (2) Will participants make 
equal gains on a criterion measure if they meet near their 
homes and sleep and eat at home in the course of the 







effectiveness on the criterion measure between men and 
women? (4) Will any difference apparent at the conclusion 
of the workshops be sustained at four-week follow-up on the 
same measure? (5) Is there a relationship between demo-
graphic variables on the criterion measure? 
Hypotheses 
The hypotheses investigated in the proposed research 
were as follows: 
Hypothesis l 
After adjustments made on pretest data, subjects in both the 
retreat condition and the near-home condition show greater 
gains in immediate posttest marital satisfaction than do 
control subjects. 
Hypothesis 2 
After adjustm~nts made on pretest data, subjects in both the 
retreat condition and the near-home condition show greater 
gains on a delayed test of marital satisfaction than do 
controls. 
Hypothesis 3 
After adjustments made on pretest data, subjects in the 
retreat condition score higher on immediate posttest of 
marital satisfaction than do subjects in the near-home 
condition. 
Hypothesis 4 
After adjustments made on pretest data, subjects in the 





satisfaction than do subjects in the near-horne condition. 
Hypothesis 5 
There is no significant difference between men and women in 
gains in marital satisfaction in any of the three 
conditions. 
In each of the five hypotheses, marital satisfaction is 
measured by four subscale scores and the total score on the 






Significance of the Study 
This research provided a field test for a specific 
theory-based marriage enrichment program which heretofore 
has not been tested. The research was needed to provide 
confirmation of its effectiveness or need for its rnodifica-
tion. Testing differential responses between men and women 
was needed to confirm the program's effectiveness for each 
group, or to modify the program. 
Little research has been done on marriage enrichment in 
retreat settings. None to date has been found which demon-
strates the importance of separating participating enrich-
rnent couples from the demands and stresses of horne and 
family as they focus on the growth possibilities in their 
~-
11 
relationship. If retreat settings do not provide a more 
effective learning atmosphere, marriage enrichment planners 
may want to give more attention to planning weekend work-
shops near the homes of participants allowing them to save 
the expense of a retreat setting, the transportation 
expenses and, perhaps, overnight child care costs. If 
retreat locations provide more effective settings for mar-
riage enrichment, sponsoring groups may wish to alter 
budgets to help underwrite couple costs, and may want to 
develop greater availability of retreat facilities. 
In addition to the hypotheses tested, this research 
covered three areas in which very little marriage enrichment 
research has been done: (1) comparing two experimental 
conditions, (2) studying a sample selected from a popula-
tion that rarely has been studied (i.e., church groups), 
(3) utilizing a treatment composed of "mixed" content with 
experimental learning in five major areas. 
This research was designed to correct some of the flaws 
that have cast doubt on some of the conclusions of previous 
research in the field of marriage enrichment. It included 
two control groups (one no-treatment, one placebo), it 
controlled for leader effects, group size effects, and 
equivalency of treatment length. Additionally, it provided 
reliable and valid instrumentation, included a follow-up 
measure, and employed the ANCOVA statistic to partially 





hoped that the careful design of this study will make it a 
credible contribution to the accumulating body of knowledge 
in a new field where little research has been done. 
Procedures 





conditions. Twenty-eight subjects composed the retreat 
group, and 34 subjects were in the workshop group. The 
experimental groups varied as to location. The retreat 
group met and stayed for the entire weekend at a retreat 
site sufficiently distant from participants' homes to 
isolate them from daily stresses. The participants ate 
their meals as part of the "group life" of the weekend and 
couples had private bedrooms. The workshop group met in a 
church facility or in a home near the church. Couples slept 
at their own homes and ate only lunches with the group. 
Each participant in both groups was given a pretest 
upon arrival at the marriage enrichment event. Each filled 
out the same instrument as a posttest at the end of the 
retreat. A delayed test was administered to each of the 
subjects four weeks following the marriage enrichment week-
end. Subjects were asked to code their three test adminis-
trations with their social security numbers in order to 
allow for confidentiality. The testing instrument was the 
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory, a theory based 
measure of marital satisfaction with four subscales: 
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Persons became subjects for this study by volunteering 
for a marriage enrichment weekend which was offered in the 
context of regular programming within local churches. Three 
congregations offered members and friends opportunity for 
marriage enrichment in the retreat condition and three 
congregations offered the same marriage enrichment opportu-
nity in the workshop condition. Format, content and leader-
ship of the retreats was the same for both conditions. The 
groups met for an average of fourteen hours of structured 
group time beginning Friday night and ending Sunday noon. 
Two control groups (no-treatment and placebo) drawn 
from similar congregations were given a pretest, posttest 
and delayed test at the same time intervals as the exper-
imental groups. Control subjects were couples who had 
indicated interest in attending a marriage enrichment 
retreat but who had not yet attended. The placebo group 
attended a church conference of the same length as the 
marriage enrichment weekend. 
The congregations represented similar populations in 
terms of demographic variables. Information was obtained 
from subjects on the make-up of each group to account for 
extraneous variables. Age, employment, number of years mar-
ried, first or second marriage, number of children, number 
of children in the home, educational level, and income range 

















There are four major limitations to this study. They 
are as follows: 
1. A self-report measure was the instrument used in 
2. 
this study. Self-report measures are criticized 
on one hand as being subject to responses affected 
by social desirability (Hof & Miller, 1981). On 
the other hand, it is assumed that each person is 
the best judge of his/her own satisfaction and 
will disclose such personal judgments honestly on 
questionnaires if appropriate conditions of con-
fidentiality are provided (Powell, 1977). 
Subjects volunteering to participate in marriage 
enrichment retreats/workshops under church 
sponsorship constituted the sample. Accordingly, 
the generalization of results is limited to a 
similar population. 
3. Attrition in one cell of the design lowered sample 
numbers below that desired for that segment. 
4. The leaders were assumed to adequately represent 
the population of marriage enrichment leaders. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following definition 
of terms were employed: 
Marriage Enrichment 













approach to relationship enhancement. This is an inclusive 
term which refers to the philosophy, the process, and the 
program of this approach to marital growth (Hof & Miller, 
1981) • 
Marriage Enrichment Programs 
Marriage enrichment programs are a group of didactic 
and experiential exercises designed for couples who have 
what they perceive to be a fairly well functioning marriage 
and who wish to make their relationship even more mutually 
satisfying. These programs are generally concerned with 
enhancing the couples' communication, emotional life, 
conflict-management skills, sexual relationship and 
fostering marriage strengths (Otto, 1975). 
Marriage Encounter 
Marriage Encounter is a specific marriage enrichment 
program begun by the Catholic Church which now has 
Protestant and Jewish affiliates. A highly structured 
weekend program, it uses only couple dialogues and leader 
input and is followed up by ongoing group meetings (Doherty 
et al., 1978). 
Retreat 
A retreat is an intensive weekend experience which 
provides participants the opportunity to be together as a 
couple, away from normal routines, commitments and daily 
stresses in an atmosphere of seclusion and leisure. It 





their marriage relationship working along with other couples 
on enhancing their marriage relationship (Mace & Mace, 
1974). 
Workshop 
A workshop is an intensive weekend experience which has 
the same program format as the retreat with the exception 
that couples eat and sleep at home, meet in a church or home 
in the community and are not secluded from daily routines, 
commitments and pressures. 
Weekend 
A weekend, in this study, refers to the continuous 
period of time from seven o'clock Friday evening to twelve 
noon on Sunday. 
Barrett-Lennard Relationshop Inventory 
Sometimes referred to as the RI, this self-report was 
the measuring instrument for the dependent variable, marital 
satisfaction. 
Summary 
Chapter 1 provided a brief overview of the history, 
theoretical bases, methodologies, and scope of the emerging 
field of marriage enrichment. The paucity of research was 
noted along with a brief summary of outcome research done to 
date. The hypotheses of this study were listed, namely, to 
test the effectiveness of a specific marriage enrichment 
program, to measure differences of subjects in marital 
satisfaction depending on the location of the retreat, and 
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to test differential responses between men and women. 
Procedures, limitations, and definition of terms for the 
study were explained as well as what significance this study 
will have in adding to the accumulating body of research in 
field of marriage enrichment. 
The next four chapters present the review of lit-
erature, the methods and procedures of data collection, 
analysis of the data, and discussion of findings. 
CHAPTER 2 
I 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effec-
l 
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outcome, and differences in the responses of men and women. 
This chapter provides an overview of the marriage enrichment 
literature, its philosophical and theoretical foundations, 
its applications, and a report on the relevant research to 
date, including data on the Barrett-Lennard Relationship 
Inventory. 
Marriage Enrichment Philosophy 
Definition 
Marriage enrichment is an emerging professional area in 
the applied family field (Smith et al., 1979), the aim of 
which is to aid couples in relationship enhancement (Hof & 
Miller, 1981). The relative infancy of the movement is 
demonstrated by the fact that in a survey of 30 profes-
sionals conducted by Otto (1975, 1976), 90% conducted their 
first program in l973 or later. Born out of the human 
potential movement of the last two decades, marriage enrich-
ment has at its core a positive, growth-oriented philosophy 
with an optimistic view of human nature. People are viewed 
as having a natural drive toward growth, health and personal 







that human relationships, too, have a great many untapped 
strengths and resources which can be developed (Mace & Mace, 
1975, 1976; Otto, 1976). Given the appropriate environment, 
people can learn how to choose and change behaviors and 
attitudes which will improve their inter-personal relation-
ships and allow them to experience increased satisfaction in 
life. Problems and conflicts are affirmed as part of the 
process of growth and development (Hof & Miller, 1981), a 
part of the dynamic, constantly changing relationship based 
on what Sherwood and Scherer (1975) call the dynamic inter-
play of the unique and changing needs and expectations and 
the skills of the marriage partners. 
Hof and Miller (1981) list four goals of marriage 
enrichment: (1) to increase couples' awareness regarding 
the positive aspects, strengths and growth potential of the 
individuals and the marriage; (2) to increase self dis-
closure of thoughts and feelings within the relationship; 
(3) to increase mutual empathy and intimacy; and (4) to 
develop and encourage skills for effective communication, 
problem solving and conflict resolution. 
Theoretical Bases 
Although most proponents of marriage enrichment are 
practitioners with a view toward programming and applica-
tions, a theoretical base upon which marriage enrichment 
programs are built is beginning to appear in the literature. 












Relationship Enhancement Programs, for which he has care-
fully stated the theoretical elements. He identifies his 
program as drawing from three large bodies of theory--
Rogerian psychotherapy, behavior modification, and social 
learning theory. 
Rogerian Psychotherapy. Rogerian psychotherapy is 
based on a view of persons as essentially good in nature, 
inherently capable of livinq their lives in a peaceful, 
productive and creative way. According to this view, 
persons have the capacity to direct their own destinies and 
solve their own problems (Belkin, 1975). The central 
concepts of Rogerian theory--genuineness, empathy and 
unconditional regard (Rogers, 1967)--create an open and 
trusting climate in which individuals can value self and 
others. This climate affirms the importance of the 
emotional life and affirms the interaction of self concept 
and interpersonal relationships on the emotional life 
(Guerney, 1977). It allows for the expression of both 
positive and negative feelings, of reflective listening, and 
of self and other acceptance with a non-judgmental attitude. 
It stresses leader congruence and modeling of empathic 
behavior while emphasizing the responsibility of each person 
for his or her own life. Rogerian theory suggests that 
these conditions create a different reality for persons than 
what they generally experience, a reality in which change 
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behavior which will enhance their personal lives and their 
interpersonal relationships. Guerney (1977) sees these 
concepts as foundation stones for marital enrichment. 
According to Hof & Miller (1981), Rogerian theory, whether 
expressed or not, appears to form the foundation of 
virtually all marriage enrichment programs. 
Behavior Modification Theory. Behavioral theory, upon 
which Guerney (1977) also draws, states that individuals are 
a product of conditioning, that feelings follow behavior. 
Whereas the humanistic theories are generally portrayed as 
concerned with the "inside" dimensions of human experience, 
the behaviorist theories are generally portrayed as 
interested in the external environment, the "outside" 
perspective (Thoresen, 1973). As such, marriage enrichment 
draws on the theory of behaviorism which suggests that 
environmental conditions, stimuli, responses, and patterns 
of reinforcement in relationships are responsible for change 
in relationships. Borrmdng from the methodologies and 
techniques developed out of behavioral theories, marriage 
enrichment encourages the modification of self and relation-
ship behavior by modeling, behavioral rehearsal, prompting, 
and reinforcement. Experiences are designed to accelerate 
behaviors perceived to be desirable and rewarding in a 
marriage relationship (e.g., positive state~ents, ownership 
and expression of feelings, effective negotiation skills) 
and to extinguish undesirable and dysfunctional behaviors 
22 
(Guerney, 1977). Although some marriage enrichment programs 
are more oriented toward specific and measurable behavioral 
goals than are others, nearly all employ methods based on 
behavioral theory (Hof & Miller, 1981). 
Social Learning Theorv. Social learning theory forms 
an important base for marital enrichment, affirming that 
people can learn new interaction skills and can unlearn 
behaviors that are counter-productive to their objectives. 
For example, persons who have never learned how to deal with 
conflict can learn conflict management. Deficiencies in 
social learning such as the above-mentioned example are 
viewed as important components in relationship discord, and 
the learning and practice of appropriate skills is viewed as 
an important component in marital health. The importance of 
re-education in the area of cognitive functions is incorpo-
rated with the importance of behavior modifications through 
the employment of similar methodologies, such as modeling, 
behavior rehearsal, and labeling (Hof & Miller, 1981). 
Group Process Theory. In addition to the three 
theoretical frames of reference which Guerney (1977) out-
lines as basic to marriage enrichment, Mace (1975) mentions 
group process theory as one of the foundation blocks of 
marital enrichment. He stresses the complexity of the group 
process in that a marriage enrichment group is a group of 
sub-groups each of which is a pre-existing and on-going 
social unit. Although marriage enrichment groups are not 
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therapy groups, Egan (1970) has identified the same curative 
factors as operative in all growth oriented group 
experiences that Yalom (1970) identified as operating 
interdependently in therapy groups. These curative factors 
----~1~-----------=a=s-=l=i=s~t~e~d~bY. Yalom (1970) are: (JJ imparti_ng_inf_orJTta_tion,. ________ _ 
=---~--·­~1 
(2} instillation of hope, (3) universality (sense of "I am 
not alone with this problem"), (4} altruism (helping other 
group members through support, reassurances, etc.); (5) cor-
rective recapitulation of the primary family group, (6) de-
velopment of socializaing techniques (social learning), 
(7) imitative behavior (modeling), (8) interpersonal learn-
ing, (9) group cohesiveness (sense of solidarity, we-ness, 
experiencing the group as a source of strength and 
encouragement, and (10) catharsis (ventilation of positive 
and negative feelings). 
Egan's (1970) list of common elements of growth 
oriented groups is: (1) opportunity to present and reveal 
the way a participant perceives and feels, (2) climate of 
experimentation, (3) feedback, (4) supportive atmosphere, 
(5} cognitive map, (6} practice, (7} planning application of 
new learnings to everyday life, (8} relearning how to learn, 
(9} emphasis on effective communications and emotional or 
affective learning, (10) participative leadership, 
(11) normal populations, and (12) the use of structured 
experiences. 







the rationale for the group experience. They are present in 
varying degrees depending on the nature, composition and 
goals of each specific group or program (Yalom, 1970) • For 
example, at one end of the continuum of group interaction in 
marriage enrichment programs is the highly~s~t~r~u~c~t~u~r~e~d~-------------
Marriage Encounter (Gallagher, 1975) which focuses primarily 
on dyadic interaction. Minimal group process is limited to 
leader input sessions, shared meals and a religious service. 
Even in this experience, the sense of universality and the 
vicarious support of other participants is often reported by 
couples as they sense they have gathered for the same 
purpose. 
On the other end of the group interaction continuum is 
the program used by the Maces (1976) in which there is a 
minimum of structure and organization. Couples meeting for 
a weekend experience decide for themselves what the agenda 
and goals will be. In this unstructured group setting with 
the leaders serving as models and surrogate parents (Mace, 
1975), all of the curative factors of group process are 
potentially operative. 
Communications Theory. Communications theory is also a 
contributor to the marriage enrichment field. Communication 
theory's view of persons is that communication is inevitable 
(i.e., in verbal or non-verbal ways, people are always com-
municating) , that all communication is significant, and that 



















(Watzlawick, Beavin & Jackson, 1967). Satir (1972) 
describes communication as a huge umbrella that covers and 
affects all that goes on between human beings. She says it 
is the largest single factor determining what kinds of rela-
tionships a person makes with others and what ha~~~e~n~s~~t~o~----­
that person in the world. Communications theory is based on 
a lengthy list of assumptions which sees communication not 
as an end in itself, but as a vehicle for creating relation-
ships and as an index of relationships. As a vehicle for 
creating relationships it can be an effective means of 
exchanging important information. As an index of relation-
ships, it provides ways of understanding significant aspects 
of the nature of a relationship, for example, by monitoring 
time spent in verbal communication, degree of self-
disclosure, styles of communication, and the focus of 
conversations (Miller, Nunnally & Wackman, 1975). 
Communications theory takes a dynamic view of people 
and relationships. It assumes that they are constantly 
changing, either through changes in the external environment 
(i.e., education, work, family, community variables) or 
shifts in the internal environment (i.e., maturation, 
emerging values, feelings, ideas, dreams). According to 
Miller et al. (1975), communication is seen as a way of 
effectively dealing with change, as a means of expressing 
and demonstrating the unique life and energy of each person 
in a relationship and the process of the partnership. It 
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supports and reflects both the life within each person and 
the life between the marital pair. 
Self-disclosure, the revealing of one's thoughts and 
feelings to another person, is a communications concept 
which is of central signif_i_c_anc_e_to_the_philosophy-anCl-------
process of marriage enrichment. Self-disclosing communica-
tions influence relationships in several ways. First, 
awareness of one's true self is gained through successful 
disclosure (Jourard, 1964, 1971). Second, self-disclosure 
helps an individual discern differences and similarities 
between self perceptions and feelings and those of others. 
It also makes it possible to learn directly from others what 
their specific needs, expectations, and intentions are, 
avoiding what Satir (1972) calls "communication by rumor". 
It allows for individualizing rather than assuming stereo-
types of role-related choices. Third, self-disclosure and 
self-esteem appear to be positively related, i.e., the 
higher the self-esteem, the higher the level of self-
disclosure (Jourard, 1964). A climate of trust and accep-
tance is needed to initiate and maintain the reciprocating 
cycle. 
Family System Theory. Marriage enrichment borrows from 
many of the theoretical concepts of family systems theory. 
Family systems theory is based upon the view of the family 
as an entity, the parts of which co-vary independently with 





changes in itself (Napier & Whitaker, 1978). Satir (1972) 
defines the family as a whole made up of many parts which 
are in constant action, reaction and interaction with each 
other. Marriage enrichment borrows from the view (Whitaker, 
1975) of the marital dy~hr_e_e-unLt_suhs¥s-tem_of-the-----
family system, the three units being the two individuals and 
the relationship. All the elements of the family systems 
are present in the marital dyad, i.e., structure, rules, 
roles, goals, strategies, boundaries, equilibrium. Family 
systems are described (Satir, 1972) as falling into two 
categories, open and closed. The aim of enrichment programs 
is to create and maintain open systems as opposed to closed 
systems. Satir (1972) described open family systems on four 
dimensions: (1) self and other esteem is high; ( 2) com-
munication is direct, open, specific, clear, congruent and 
leveling; (3) rules are overt, up-to-date, human and 
flexible; and (4) goals are related to reality, are 
appropriate and constructive. Closed systems, by contrast, 
are described as: (1) self and other esteem is low; 
communication is indirect, unclear, unspecific, 
incongruent, and scapegoating; (3) rules are covert, 
out-of-date, inflexible and restrictive; and (4) the goals 
are accidental, chaotic, inappropriate and destructive. 
The aim of enrichment programs is to create and 
maintain open systems. The viability and continuity of a 











related to its ability to be open to and respond productive-
ly to change as it occurs within the system, or externally 
in the environment. Although the goal of marriage enrich-
ment is focused on the openness of the marital dyad, many 
proponents see marriage enrichment as strengthening_the, _____ _ 
primary subsystem of the family system and thereby creating 
and maintaining openness in the entire family system (Mace, 
1974; Miller, 1975; Otto, 1975; Rogers, 1972). 
Kantor and Lehr (1975) , on the basis of extensive 
empirical observation of families in their natural settings, 
contend that the principal activity of family process is 
distance regulation. It is, in part, a reference to the 
process of distance regulation in the marriage relationship 
when proponents of marriage enrichment advocate these 
programs for couples who have what they perceive to be 
fairly well-functioning marriages and who wish to make their 
marriages even more mutually satisfying (Otto, 1976). 
Within marital systems, recurring patterns of interaction 
which tend to repeat themselves govern the distance or 
closeness marriage partners feel with each other. Lief (Hof 
& Miller, 1981) speaks of this distance even in stable 
marriages as frustrating and baffling to couples who turn to 
each other for emotional support often with a seeming 
inability to give or get what they are seeking from each 
other. Marriage enrichment experiences are designed to help 
couples in an atmosphere of trust and support to become 
29 
aware of these repetitive distancing patterns and to develop 
a more satisfactory pattern of relational intimacy through 
which their emotional needs are fulfilled (Mace, 1977). 
l 
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lished its own theoretical framework. A review of relevant 
literature discussed six large bodies of theory which serve 
as foundation stones for this emerging field. These six 
areas are: . (1) Rogerian psychotherapy; (2) behavior modifi-
cation theory; (3) social learning theory; (4) group process 
theory; (5) communications theory; and (6) family systems 
theory. The essential element which is drawn from all six 
areas and serves as a cohesive force is the positive 
emphasis which pervades the developing philosophy of 
marriage enrichment. 
Applications 
Marriage Enrichment as Education 
Otto (1976) identifies as a key issue in the new field 
of marriage enrichment the importance of presenting enrich-
ment programs in an educational context. To a greater or 
lesser degree, virtually all marriage enrichment programs 
follow an educational model. The model is an experimental 
one which is more dynamic than didactic in nature, focusing 
on certain areas of content, but emphasizing process 
(Hopkins et al., 1978). 









which attitudes and specific skills are taught in a 
structured and systematic fashion, behavioral objectives 
are clearly stated, and appropriate evaluative measures are 
included in the program. A rationale is provided for what 
is to be learned along with practice and sugervision in ____________ _ 
developing skills and teaching participants to generalize 
beyond the learning situation to their everyday life 
experiences. The focus is on setting goals and reaching 
them, increasing understanding, and creating a climate of 
growth and development. There is an emphasis on and identi-
fication of individual and relationship strengths. 
L'Abate's (1977) view of marriage enrichment is to 
provide programs that are structured and manual-directed, 
with the pre-written manual based on a linear model of 
information processing following an incremental, additive, 
progressive, and step-wise presentation of information to be 
used by couples. He describes several program designs for 
couples in areas such as confronting change, problem-solving 
skills, sexuality, assertiveness, equality, conflict 
resolution, effective parenting, and death and dying. His 
programs have the advantage of recommending specific formats 
to specific couples since he has classified his enrichment 
programs according to various approaches. His class-
ifications are: affective vs. cognitive, practical 
vs. theoretical, simple vs. complex, general vs. specific, 
and structured vs. developmental. 
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The Couples Communication Program (Miller et al., 1975, 
1976; Nunnally, Miller & Wackman, 1975) and the Relationship 
Enhancement Program (Guerney, 1977) are two representative 
programs, both of which are highly structured, short-term, 
educational models for improving communication, enhancing 
personal and marital relationships, and preventing problems. 
All have specific goals, employ experiential learning 
through exercises, readings, mini-lectures, small group dis-
cussions, and repeated skill practice. 
Participants in a marriage enrichment program typically 
are a heterogeneous group of people, according to Hof and 
Miller (1981), and differ with regard to their strengths and 
learning abilities. Therefore, for maximum learning to 
occur, it is important that enrichment programs include 
experience and exercises that are varied in the type of 
learning ability emphasized. This will assure that a 
greater number of participants' learning styles will be 
compatible with at least some of the exercises. L'Abate 
(1977) also suggests that it is the combination of 
experiential, didactic-cognitive, and modeling techniques 
that is most effective in the teaching of new communication 
skills. 
Marriage Enrichment as Prevention 
Clark Vincent (1973, 1977) and David and Vera Mace 
(1975) express the need for preventive services to families 










orientation, which is the common approach to families after 
problems have arisen. It is their hope and one of the major 
aims of marriage enrichment to prevent the emergence, 
development and recurrence of interpersonal dysfunction. It 
is believed by many (Clinebell, 19761 Guerney, 19771 
L'Abate, 19771 Mace & Mace, 19751 Otto, 1976) that by deal-
ing with people in marriages which are basically functional, 
and by developing the potential and strengths that are 
there, growth and satisfaction will result. As a positive, 
growth-oriented base develops, deterioration in the rela-
tionship can be prevented. Partners learn how to recognize 
problems early and how to cope with conflict and change. 
Along with the preventive emphasis, there is primary atten-
tion given to increasing emotional and interpersonal satis-
faction and on strengthening marriage and family life. 
There are three possible levels of prevention according 
to L'Abate (1977). Primary prevention consists of promoting 
health and the building of relational skills. Secondary 
prevention focuses on early diagnosis and intervention to 
block further development of dysfunction within the system. 
In tertiary prevention, there is apparently irreversible 
dysfunction and the focus is on limiting the spread of the 
dysfunction and promoting rehabilitation. The majority of 
marriage enrichment programs fall into the primary preven-
tion category (Mace & Mace, 19751 Otto, 1976). 








that marriage enrichment is only for couples with a fairly 
well functioning relationship who want to make their rela-
tionship more fulfilling and satisfying. They present a 
model based on a continuum ranging from excellent marital 
function to extreme marital dysfunction and suggest ways in 
which marriage enrichment, with appropriate modifications, 
can benefit couples at different points along the continuum. 
From their experience at The Marriage Council of 
Philadelphia, they have designed marriage enrichment 
programs for couples who do not have a large core of marital 
health on which to build. Their experience leads them to 
postulate that the greater the degree of marital dysfunc-
tion, the more an enrichment program needs: (1) a high 
degree of structure, (2) a well-focused agenda, (3) highly 
trained and skilled leadership, (4) close attention to 
screening, and (5) small group size. 
There is a widespread recognition by members of the 
helping professions (Otto, 1976) that a large proportion of 
marriages are "subclinical" in the sense that, despite the 
couple's love and dedication to each other and their commit-
ment to continuing the union, they have problems for which 
they need help. Because their problems are low-level, not 
severe enough to precipitate a major crisis, the vast major-
ity of couples will never seek help. Proponents of marriage 
enrichment believe their programs to be preventive of 













Clinebell (1975) believes marriage enrichment retreats help 
some couples with deadlocked or deeply hurting marriages to 
gain enough hope to seek marriage counseling. 
Hof and Miller (1981) suggest that "subclinical" 
couples may benefit more from involvement in marriage 
enrichment programming than either highly functional or 
highly dysfunctional couples at the ends of the continuum. 
Marriage Enrichment Methods 
Marriage enrichment is offered by many practitioners 
and groups with a variety of methods and using multiple 
approaches. The two most common time formats are (1) the 
intensive retreat or conference, usually held on a weekend, 
or (2) a series of weekly meetings in the form or either a 
marital growth group or a communication/skills training 
program. The intensive weekend experience provides 
participants with the opportunity to be together as a 
couple, away from normal routines, commitments, and 
pressures in an atmosphere of seclusion and leisure (Hopkins 
et al., 1978; Mace & Mace, 1974b). 
Programs with the intensive weekend format vary in 
their degree of structure and focus on the couple. At one 
end of the continuum is the Marriage Encounter model 
(Gallagher, 1975) in which total group interaction is 
limited to the sharing of meals and religious services. 
There is no sharing between couples or in the total group 
except by the leadership couple. A specific dialogue 
1 










process is taught to couples and is repeatedly practiced 
throughout the weekend. At the unstructured end of the 
continuum is the program used by the Maces (Mace & Mace, 
197Gb) in which a group of five to eight couples will meet 
with co-leaders and establish their own goals and agenda for 
the weekend. 
Near the middle of the continuum are a number of 
programs that address various issues and aspects of the 
marital relationship through a series of experiential and 
structured exercises, theoretical input, total group inter-
action, skill practice, and couple dialogues (Hof & Miller, 
1981). This type of structure provides the possibility for 
the giving and receiving of potentially valuable observer 
feedback and support. The intention is to create a sup-
portive and trusting environment, with little or no confron-
tation, so that individuals and couples can feel free to 
risk self-disclosure. Leadership couples provide modeling 
for this as well as encouraging the supportive esprit de 
corps of the total group or weekend "community". The Church 
of the Brethren marriage enrichment program, the treatment 
for the current research, follows this middle of the 
continuum format (Cline-Detrick, 1980) (see Appendix A). 
Multiweek programs meet an evening each week over a 
period of six to eight weeks. They provide the opportunity 
for spaced learning and continuing reinforcement for a 
number of weeks. They also provide the opportunity for 
36 
doing homework between meetings and for the practice of new 
skills within the context of an ongoing support group. 
The program content of the weekly groups is similar to 
that of the intensive weekends with modifications made for 
different time structuring. One of the most widely used and 
well researched of the weekly training programs is the 
Couples Communications Program (Nunnally et al., 1975), 
where two kinds of skills are developed, (1) self and other 
awareness skills, and (2) communication skills. The context 
of the Church of the Brethren marriage enrichment program, 
which is researched in this study, was drawn in part from 
the Couples Communication Program of Miller, Nunnally and 
Wackman (1975). 
Hof, Epstein and Miller (1980) emphasize the ongoing 
nature of marriage enrichment, that it is not restricted to 
participation in weekend experiences or time limited groups. 
They propose a three-step model for achieving stable, endur-
ing and positive behavioral and attitudinal change through 
marriage enrichment programming. The first step involves 
participation in an intensive, broad-based, issue-oriented 
weekend retreat. This initial experience can generate a 
high level of positive feeling between partners and a 
positive attitude toward the relationship. It can increase 
motivation and contribute to change and can begin the 
development of relationship enhancing skills. Step two 






















multiweek communication training program. It is believed 
that the positive feelings and heightened motivations will 
contribute to the commitment and discipline needed for 
effective, intensive communication training. Finally, in 
step three, couples receive and give continuing support and 
growth through an ongoing peer-led marital support group. 
Marriage Enrichment in the Church 
Otto (1976) suggests that the church is a natural 
context for enrichment and growth groups because its member-
ship is from all generations and it deals generally with a 
non-clinical population. He further quotes Pattison (1972) 
to make the point that the church has valuable contributions 
to make to marriages and to families because of its four 
unique functions as a socio-cultural subsystem: 
1. As a valuing center, the church as experience 
in assisting families to clarify and explore life mean-
ings and values, including the developing of a norma-
tive view of the family from a theological perspective. 
2. As a lifelong learning-growth center with 
values and traditions related to human growth, the 
church can enable family members at all stages of the 
life cycle to develop their latent intrapersonal, 
interpersonal, and spiritual resources. 
3. As a sustaining-maintaining center, the church 
can enable families to care for one another within 
intimate nourishing communities. 
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4. As a reparation center with rich experience 
in restoring relationships, the church can enable 
families to resolve conflict through a reconciliation 
model. 
A caution is added by Otto (1976) that the church must 
avoid attempting to impose a narrowly specific core of 
values upon couples, but should aim to create a climate of 
spontaneity and freedom in which families can grow in self-
chosen directions. He also recommends that the church offer 
its enrichment programs to the total community and work in 
close cooperation with other community agencies. 
Suggesting that marriage enrichment programs in 
churches are, in part, an answer, Clinebell (1975) lists 
frequently asked questions by pastors: 
1. How can we develop an effective program to prevent 
marriage disasters? 
2. How can we encourage couples to get the counseling 
they need sooner--before they are "coming apart 
at the seams"? 
3. How can our church give better support to young 
couples during the rough first five years of 
marriage? 
4. How can we help couples discover there's much 
more to marriage than they have found so far? 
5. In the pressure-cooker of our jobs, what can we 


















6. How can we cope, and help our parishioners cope, 
with painful crises constructively? 
In a directory of National Marriage Enrichment Organi-
zations (Hopkins et al., 1978), twenty programs are listed 
which are national in scope. Of these, fifteen are 
sponsored by churches or are church related. 
A review of materials on marriage enrichment in 
denominational publications shows them to be primarily 
interpretational and promotional in nature, encouraging 
couples to "put the zest back in tired marriages" or to 
"discover unappropriated resources in the marriage rela-
tionship". Programs in churches emphasize that marriage 
enrichment is not therapy, but is designed for couples with 
stable and healthy marriages (Mace, 1982). Although most 
sponsoring groups promote an out-of-town weekend retreat 
where couples will have an uninterruped, quiet time to 
concentrate on their relationships, some church groups also 
promote the multi-week growth group (Turner & Turner, 1981). 
There is increasing interest in some denominations in 
experimenting with in-town retreats, meeting in a church 
facility or available home using the same Friday night to 
Sunday noon time frame and format as out-of-town retreats 
(Kissee & Kissee, 1981). The in-town workshop is seen by 
some (Hopkins et al., 1978) as having some of the advantages 






can enjoy an intensive, continuous enrichment experience and 
not expend the cost of time involved in leaving the home 
environment for a weekend retreat. Others (Clinebell, 1975; 
Cline-Detrick, 1981), however, believe that a more remote 
motel, retreat center or church camp has advantages that 
offset the usually higher costs, allowing participants to 
slow down enough to collect themselves, center on relation-
ship tasks without the usual home and in-town interruptions 
and demands, and experience a freshness in their marriage. 
Costs. Costs for marriage enrichment weekends vary 
widely. For a residential retreat, the costs usually are 
combined in a "package" which includes a private bedroom for 
each couple, a meeting room for the group, all meals, 
supplies and an honorarium or fee for the leader couple. 
Although most groups or agencies promoting marriage enrich-
ment retreats include a leader's fee ranging from $100.00 
to $300.00 for the weekend, many well-trained leader couples 
volunteer their leadership to the sponsoring churches or 
organizations with which they are affiliated. Costs for a 
retreat weekend may range from $60.00 - $250.00 per couple 
(Otto, 1976). Multi-week or in-town workshop weekends, 
where couples stay in their own homes and meet in a church, 
may range from no fee to $25.00 (Hopkins et al., 1978). 
Leadership. Although some marriage enrichment programs 
permit a variety of leadership options, the Associated 










related programs make it a practice to have leadership 
provided by a married couple. According to Mace (1975), the 
best facilitators for marriage enrichment programs are 
married couples who play a fully participative role and 
model the behaviors specified by program goals. Leadership 
selection by sponsoring churches gives special attention to 
the qualities of the persons and relationship of the leader 
couple, their ability to create an atmosphere of mutual 
trust in a group and their enthusiasm for growth and change 
in themselves and others (Otto, 1976). 
Leader couples often include at least one professional, 
but this is not considered necessary (Mace, 1975b). A 
leader in the training of nonprofessionals, Carkhuff (1969) 
indicates that tr•ined lay helpers function as effectively 
or more effectively than professionals in the helping role. 
Hof and Miller (1981) suggest that the use of nonprofes-
sionals could conceivably lead to the dissemination of 
important growth-oriented services, at a reduced cost, to a 
larger portion of the population than would be reached if 
leadership were restricted to professionally trained 
persons. 
Most national organizations that provide marriage 
enrichment programs have training guidelines and clearly 
defined standards for leaders. A combination of skill 
development, didactic learning and actual supervised 
experiences as a leader appear to be common elements of 
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all training programs (Mace & Mace, 1976b). 
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Marriage Enrichment Research 
In calling for more controlled research, Lief (Hof & 










is like a two-week old infant. Following is a review of 
marriage enrichment research which is relevant to the 
hypotheses of this research. 
Gurman and Kniskern (1977) reviewed the research 
outcomes of 29 marriage enrichment programs and found 
positive change to be consistently demonstrated on 
approximately 60% of the criterion tests following comple-
tion of the enrichment experience. Fourteen percent of 
these studies had been conducted in church related programs. 
Approximately three-fourths of the remaining 86% involved 
volunteers recruited from university communities. Programs 
were carried out in a group setting and averaged 14 hours of 
actual meeting time. Only about one-quarter (24%) were 
conducted as weekend retreats. Twenty-three studies used 
untreated control groups. The outcome measures for these 
studies Gurman and Kniskern (1977) separated into three 
general categories: (1) overall marital satisfaction and 
adjustment; (2) relationship skills, i.e., communication and 
conflict resolution, empathic ability and self-disclosure; 
(3) perceptual and individual personality variables such as 






In a review of literature they did four years later, 
Hof and Miller (1981) used Gurman and Kniskern's (1977) 
categorization of outcome measures and included 27 of the 
same 29 studies. Hof and Miller's (1981) review included 13 
additional studies. Fifteen of the studies reviewed by Hof 
and Miller (1981) used measures of marital satisfaction as 
criteria. Measures of relationship skills were used 28 
times and perceptual/personality measures were used 29 
times. Ninety-two percent of the studies used self-report 
measures. Hof and Miller (1981) caution researchers to use 
instruments of demonstrated reliability and validity. 
Thirty-three of the 40 studies reviewed by Hof and 
Miller (1981) used a waiting list or no treatment control 
group. The general finding for these studies was that 
significantly greater change occurs for the marital enrich-
ment group than for the control group. Only one study used 
a placebo control group. Roberts (1975) formed a placebo 
condition by placing five couples in an unstructured group 
setting in which issues could be discussed, but where the 
various enrichment experiences and exercises were not 
presented. Roberts (1975) reported that greater changes 
occurred in the placebo group than in a waiting list control 
group. The marital enrichment group was, however, superior 
to both control groups. Hof and Miller (1981) call for more 
consistent use of control groups to control for passage of 
time and placebo effects. 
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Only four of the aforementioned 40 studies were weekend 
events. Of those four, only two included a follow-up 
measure. Only eight of the entire 40 studies reviewed 
included some type of follow-up assessment. Most measures 
in these studies with follow-up show stable and enduring 
changes over periods ranging from ten days to six months. 
In studies using multiple measures, some changes were not 
maintained at follow-up, while significant improvement for 
some variables did not emerge until follow-up testing. More 
studies need to be done with follow-up measures before con-
elusions can be drawn that marriage enrichment does lead to 
stable changes in relationships (Gurman & Kniskern, 1977; 
Hof et al., 1980). 
The 40 outcome studies reviewed by Hof and Miller 
(1981) were largely programs focused on communications 
training and behavior exchange. Only ten of the studies 
were reports of mixed experiences and exercises. Although 
nine out of ten of these mixed programs showed positive 
results, none used a placebo control group, and follow-up 
measures were used in only four. Additionally, the results 
of some studies are in question because of the small number 
of subjects in the experimental groups, a serious short-
coming when measuring instruments are admittedly crude 
(Hicks & Platt, 1970). 
Few research studies have compared two types of marital 









relationship enhancement program, a behavioral exchange 
program and a waiting list control group. Both enrichment 
programs resulted in significant increases in marital ad-
justment, in communication skill, and in target behaviors, 
and there were no measurable differences between the two 
programs. Kilmann, Moreault and Robinson (1978) compared 
two formats of the same program and a no-treatment control 
group. In both studies, the sequence of treatment 
experiences did not affect outcome, both treatment formats 
showed greater gain than no-treatment. 
Guldner (1977) reports on a three-year research project 
which compared eight different approaches (including no-
treatment control). He used the Taylor-Johnson Temperament 
Analysis and structured evaluative interviews. Only one 
group showed significant and enduring gains. That group was 
designed to cover particular content areas, each having 
specific purposes and goals, was briefly presented and fol-
lowed by couple or small group interaction and exercises. 
This group still showed improvement at one-year follow-up. 
From this research, Guldner drew several conclusions about 
the presentation of enrichment programs: (1) they must in-
elude both content and process, information and tools that 
will apply to various problems that emerge in the course of 
marriage; (2) they should utilize a balance of the three 
modes of th.inking, acting and feeling; (3) groups work best 














duration; (4) they should be viewed developmentally as 
having value at all stages of the marriage life cycle, not 
as an isolated experience; (5) homework is an important 
bridge from the marriage enrichment experience to the home 
environment; (6) they should include eight important content 
areas: (a) exploring the marital system; (b) actualizing 
the self system; (c) communication in marriage; (d) handling 
conflict creatively; (e) intimacy in marriage; (f) creative 
sexuality; (g) spirituality, values and goal setting; 
(h) marriage in the broader context, i.e., extended family 
and community. Guldner's research and conclusions provide a 
base for the treatment model used in the current research. 
According to Hof, Epstein and Miller (1980), little 
controlled research has been done on the effects of varying 
leadership in marriage enrichment retreats. In virtually 
all studies reviewed, the programs have been led by the 
person doing the research. The contamination or confound-
ing produced by the experimenter being a part of the 
experimental manipulation has been well documented in the 
research literature (Summers, 1982). Additionally, accord-
ing to Summers (1982), when multiple leaders have been used 
in comparative studies, lack of equivalency in training has 
also been a confounding variable. 
Roberts (1975) examined differences in outcome as a 
function of leader's experience level, using novice para-
professionals, experienced paraprofessionals and graduate 
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students. Groups led by more experienced leaders had better 
outcome. More research needs to control for leader effects 
(Mace, 1975; Summers, 1982). 
Do men and women make equivalent gains as a result of 
marriage enrichment programs? The results of research to 
date are mixed. Hof and Miller (1981) cite only two studies 
of the 40 they reviewed that measured a differential 
response to treatment between men and women. In a study of 
a Marriage Encounter experience (Huber, 1977), only husbands 
showed a significant positive change on Shostrom's (1967) 
Caring Relationship Inventory. Wives scores did not change. 
Beaver (1978) found similar results in a couples' communica-
tion group. Only males showed significant changes on com-
munication and empathy measures. Davis (1982) compared a 
weekend retreat with a five-week marriage enrichment group 
and found that wives showed a greater degree of improvement 
on measures of marital adjustment than did husbands. More 
research is needed before it can be determined whether 
enrichment programs have a differing effectiveness depending 
on gender of participant (Hof & Miller, 1981). 
Although the importance of the physical setting is 
often identified as a major variable in enrichment retreats 
(Hof, et al., 1980); Hopkins et al., 1978), in a search of 
the marriage enrichment literature, no study was found to 
consider retreat location for its impact on the outcome 
measure. Because the daily noises and annoyances, duties 




and demands, are seen as distracting and stressful, many 
businesses and organizations seek retreat conditions for 
their executive seminars. A search of organizational 
development literature (Campbell & Dunorette, 1968; Mangham 
& Cooper, 1969) revealed no controlled research on the 
importance of location. A search was also made of the 
sensitivity training/T-group literature (Mussen & 
Rosenzweig, 1973; Smith, 1975), of the literature of 
environmental psychology (Proshansky, Ittelson & Rivlin, 
1976), and of marriage and family studies (Miller, 
1973-1980). Although many references were made to the 
importance of location in these fields of study, research 
comparing various locations for retreats and workshops was 
not found. 
The Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (RI) 
The criterion measure used to test the hypotheses of 
this study is the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
(Appendix B). It is a reliable and valid instrument, theory 
based, appropriate for different types of couples and 
sensitive to small changes in the relationship process 
(Wampler & Powell, 1982). 
The Relationship Inventory was developed originally 
to measure those therapeutic conditions identified by 
Carl Rogers (1957) as necessary for client change to occur 
during therapy. First used as a measure of marital satis-
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Relationship Inventory has since been used by several 
researchers (DeMers, 1971; Epstein & Jackson, 1978; Gurman, 
1975; Powell, 1978; Wampler & Sprenkle, 1980; Wells, Figure! 
& McNamee, 1975, 1977) to assess outcomes in marital 
counseling and marriage enrichment. In 1964, Barrett-
Lennard (1978) developed an improved 64-item revision which 
is highly recommended as a sensitive measure of marital 
satisfaction (Beck, 1975; Wampler & Powell, 1982). Four 
subscales, developed out of Rogerian theory, measure 
Empathy (E), Congruence (C), Regard (R), and Uncondi-
tionality (U). Each subscale contains eight positively 
worded and eight negatively worded items •. 
Empathic Understanding (E) is defined as "the extent to 
which one person is conscious of the immediate awareness of 
another". Level of Regard (R) is "the composite 'loading' 
of all the distinguishable feeling reactions of one person 
toward another, positive and negative, on a single abstract 
dimension". Congruence (C) is "the degree to which one 
person is functionally integrated .•. with another, such that 
there is absence of conflict or inconsistency between his 
total experience, his awareness, and his overt communica-
tion". The Unconditionality of Regard (U) subscale measures 
how much variability or consistency there is in one person's 
affective response to the other individual (Barrett-Lennatd, 
1962). 












Relationship Inventory, reported mean internal reliability 
coefficients of the subscales as: E, .84; R, .91; C, .88; 
and U, .74. The mean test-retest reliabilities of all 
studies reporting such coefficients were: E, .83; R, .83; 
C, .85; and U, .80. Gurman (1977) further reported sub-
stantial evidence for the validity of the instrument includ-
ing support for Barrett-Lennard's contention that the sub-
scales do measure four separate dimensions. 
Wampler and Powell (1982) enumerate several advantages 
of the Relationship Inventory as a sensitive measure for 
marital satisfaction, advantages they feel recommend it over 
instruments which are used more often. These advantages 
are: 
1. The reliability and validity are well-established. 
2. The RI contains four identifiable subscales, which 
are frequently identified as important aspects of the 
marital relationship. 
3. The items are counterbalanced for response set. 
4. The items in the RI are not distorted by the length 
of the relationship. For example, the longer a couple has 
been married, the more likely they will respond negatively 
to item 20 on the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), 
"Do you ever regret that you married?". 
5. The RI taps directly into the spouses' perception 
and feelings about each other in order to assess levels of 
satisfaction. There are no questions that may be valued or 
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interpreted differently by different couples, cultures, or 
generations. For example, no questions pertain to the 
frequency with which couples kiss, fight or engage in out-
side activities together. 
6. The RI appears to be an appropriate measure of 
satisfaction and is not tied to the concept of stability as 
are more commonly used instruments that were developed 
expressly to distinguish between divorced and married 
couples (Locke & Wallace, 19591 Spanier, 1976). 
7. The RI assesses the process aspect of the relation-
ship. Content of the RI items is focused on the immediate 
awareness of the relationship. 
Several studies have used the RI with another measure 
of marital satisfaction and report that the RI is highly 
correlated with the Burgess and Cottrell Marriage Adjustment 
Scale (Thornton, 1960), the Locke-Wallace Marital Admustment 
Test (Griffin, 19671 Wells et al., 1975, 1977), and the 
Kelly-Thorpe Marriage Role Questionnaire (Quick & Jacob, 
1973). Wampler and Powell (1982) conclude, after extensive 
factor analyses, that only one general factor underlines the 
RI and these other commonly used measures of marital 
satisfaction, that they share approximately 50% common 
variance. 
In summary, the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
which is used for the current study as the pretest, posttest 




theory-based, and sensitive instrument which taps directly 
into the process dimension of a relationship. Several of 
the advantages of the RI are listed which make is preferable 
to other measures of marital satisfaction. 
Summary 
The objective of this chapter was to review the 
marriage enrichment literature. Six theoretical founda-
tions of the emerging marriage enrichment field were 
elaborated: (1) Rogerian psychotherapy, (2) behavior 
modification theory, (3) social learning theory, (4) group 
process theory, (5) communications theory, and (6) family 
systems theory. Additionally, applications of marriage 
enrichment were presented as, (1) educational, and 
(2) preventive. Marriage enrichment methods were reviewed 
as well as a review of marriage enrichment literature 
specific to churches. Further, a summary of findings 
resulting from controlled research in the marriage enrich-
ment field was presented. Finally, information pertaining 
to the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory was given. 
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measure differences between men's and women's responses. 
The objective of this chapter is to describe the population 
and sample, the research design and data collection 
procedures, the experimental treatment, the measuring 
instrument and the statistical treatment used. 
Population and Sample 
Population 
The population from which the samples for this study 
were drawn is the 36 congregations that make up the Church 
of the Brethren in California and Arizona. The Church of 
the Brethren is a small, Protestant denomination which had 
its roots in the Anabaptist movement of Germany in the 
early 18th century. Upholding the principle of freedom of 
belief, it is a noncredal church and highly pluralistic 
in its membership. As a denomination, it emphasizes the 
value of reconciliation and is active ecumenically at all 
levels of society attempting to foster reconciliation 
between and within persons and groups (Durnbaugh, 1971). 
Marriage Enrichment programs offered through the Church of 









designed to strengthen marriages and, therefore, family 
life, as the basic building block of society (Glick-Rieman 
et al., 1975). 
This population has not been heretofore sampled for 
marriage enrichment research. It represents a large and 
growing population of church-related couples who have become 
a part of the marriage enrichment movement, a population 
upon which very little controlled research has been 






for this study consisted of 43 married 
couples volunteered for a marriage enrich-
ment weekend which was offered in the context of regular 
programming within local Churches of the Brethren in 
California and Arizona. 
The method by which subjects volunteered for this study 
was kept as close to field conditions as the limitations of 
the research would allow. Of the 36 Churches of the 
Brethren in California and Arizona, approximately half were 
contacted by letter and encouraged to hold marriage enrich-
ment weekends in their local churches. The other half were 
contacted by letter asking them to sponsor marriage enrich-
ment programs at retreat sites within easy weekend access 
for married couples. The research component of these 
proposed weekends was explained in the letters (Appendix C). 
In the case of small congregations, they were encouraged to 
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cooperate with other small Churches of the Brethren in their 
immediate area in sponsoring a marriage enrichment weekend. 
The letters were sent to pastors and/or directors of 
Christian Education. Nineteen of these congregations 
responded with interest, nine of which eventually held a 
retreat or workshop, six of which chose to participate in 
this study. 
Arrangements for the three retreats and three workshops 
which were part of this study were completed by subsequent 
personal contacts, by letters and by telephone. As soon as 
dates were confirmed and the parameters of the research were 
clear to the participating churches, a leader couple was 
assigned by the researcher to finalize arrangements and to 
contact by letter the couples (Appendix D) who had 
volunteered to attend the weekend enrichment event. 
As previously stated, these marriage enrichment 
weekends were offered as part of the regular church program-
ming, and couples registered for them in response to verbal 
announcements in church meetings, written announcements in 
church bulletins and newsletters, or by personal encourage-
ment by the pastor or local retreat coordinator. Churches 
were encouraged to register the maximum number (8) of 
couples to allow for last minute illness or attrition for 
other reasons. In order to preserve the field quality of 
this study as much as possible, research aspects of the 










themselves except to elicit their cooperation in completing 
the pretest, posttest, and delayed test. 
Twelve of the 43 couples served as controls in two 
different control groups. All were coupl~s who had 
indicated an interest in attending a marriage enrichment 
weekend but as yet had not done so. 
Demographic information was obtained from each subject 
on a form devised by the researcher (Appendix E). From this 
information, demographic variables were analyzed and are 
reported on Table 7. 
Research Design 
The original research design called for two experi-
mental conditions plus one control group. The design 
included three leader couples with each couple leading one 
weekend in each experimental condition, and five to eight 
couples in each group. 
Experimental Conditions 
Two groups made up the experimental conditions. The 
retreat condition was composed of three separate retreats. 
The workshop condition was composed of three separate work-
shops. 
The Retreat Condition. This program specified that all 
couples would spend the entire weekend at a location which 
would be sufficiently removed from their homes, work, daily 
demands, routines and distractions to create a sense of 












setting be pleasant and comfortable so as to create a relax-
ing atmosphere, and that it be without interruptions alien 
to the retreat process. The retreat site provided a 
comfortable, private bedroom for each couple and a meeting 
room large enough for the entire group. All meals were 
provided for the weekend as part of the retreat "package", 
with all couples eating together as a part of the "group 
life" of the weekend. 
Of the three retreats which were part of this study, 
two were held at a retreat site near Twain Harte, 
California, and one was held at a motel on the outskirts 
of Phoenix, Arizona. Both of the Twain Harte retreats were 
sponsored and planned by the Modesto Church of the Brethren. 
Both included couples from at least two other congregations. 
The retreat facility at Twain Harte is a luxurious "cabin" 
in a mountain setting. It was built especially for marriage 
enrichment and similar events. It accommodates six couples 
comfortably. The Phoenix motel is several miles distant 
across Phoenix from the Phoenix Church of the Brethren which 
sponsored the retreat. The motel provided the comfortable, 
relaxed, and secluded atmosphere specified for the retreat 
condition. 
The per couple cost of the retreats ranged from $65.00 
to $90.00. Leadership time was donated and some retreat 
costs were underwritten by sponsoring churches. 


















couples stay in their own communities, meeting as a group at 
the local church or in an available home near the church. 
Couples slept and ate in their own homes, meeting together 
as a group only for the 14 hours of workshop time 
distributed from Friday evening to Sunday noon. An excep-
tion to eating meals at home was made on Saturday noon when 
a simple lunch was provided and on Sunday noon following the 
retreat when couples ate together at a nearby restaurant. 
No attempt was made to shelter couples from daily stresses 
or interruptions. Neither was emphasis given to providing 
comfortable facilities, only available facilities. 
The three workshops which were part of this study were 
held in the California communities of Pasadena, Fresno and 
LaVerne. The Pasadena workshop met in the Pasadena Church 
of the Brethren located in a middle-class residential area 
of that city. The Fresno workshop was held in a home near 
the Fresno Friends Church. Planned, originally, to be held 
in the church facility, other church activities made it 
necessary to meet in a house nearby, the home of one of the 
participating couples in a previous retreat. The LaVerne 
workshop was held at the LaVerne Church of the Brethren, 
located near the downtown in a middle-class residential 
area. The group met in the church library except on Sunday 
morning when they met in the lounge of a nearby retirement 
facility. 








to $25.00. Leadership time was donated. 
Leadership. In order to control for leader effects, 
three leader couples were assigned to lead one weekend in 
each experimental condition. They were assigned on the 
basis of a match between available weekends in their own 
personal schedules and available weekends in local church 
calendars. 
The leader couples were recruited on the basis of five 
criteria: 
1. All had been screened and selected by the denomina-
tion for marriage enrichment training and had received the 
same training from the same denominational trainers. 
2. All three couples were perceived to be relatively 
equivalent in their leadership skills and expertise. 
3. All six persons were judged to be warm and empathic 
in relating to people. 
4. All three couples had stable marriages themselves. 
5. All three couples were willing to volunteer their 
time and to cooperate with the researcher in leading 
retreats and workshops within the limitations of the 
research design. 
Each leader couple was asked to report in writing any 
variance from the plan for the weekend, and to also submit 
to the researcher a short paragraph describing their 
experience of the retreat/workshop location. 
Group Size. In order to control for group size 






in each of the six groups. These specifications were met 
all except one group. In that group, two couples cancelled 
on the day the retreat began, leaving three couples who 
completed the weekend. Table 1 shows the research design 
with the numbers of couples who participated in the study 
and their distribution across groups. 
Control Groups. Twelve couples constituted two control 
groups in the final design. Five couples (from two congre-
gations) who had planned to attend a retreat but were unable 
to do so because of scheduling problems made up a no-
treatment control group. At the request of the researcher, 
they volunteered to take the pretest, posttest, and delayed 
test at the same time intervals as the couples in 
experimental groups. These tes.ts were administered by mail. 
An additional control group was added to the original 
design which met many of the conditions of a placebo control 
group. Seven couples made up this group. These couples all 
indicated interest in attending a marriage enrichment week-
end, but were members of congregations which had as yet not 
sponsored retreats or workshops. These seven couples took 
the pretest and posttest at a Church of the Brethren 
district conference. Volunteers were contacted by way of a 
sign posted at the registration desk. The time frame of the 
conference was identical to that of the marriage enrichment-
weekends, Friday evening through Sunday noon. Similar to 
marriage enrichment couples, these couples were away from 
their homes together participating in a program with another 
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sample of the same population from which the sample for this 
study was drawn. The program for the conference consisted 
of business meetings, small group discussions and worship 
services. Table 1 shows the research design with sample 
sizes. 
Table 1 











































Data was collected with the assistance of the leader 
couples and the local retreat coordinators. The measur-
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Inventory. 
Leader couples were given packets of the testing 
instrument which they administered to participating couples 
upon their arrival at the first meeting of the marriage 
enrichment weekend. Brief written instructions for leaders 
and subjects accompanied the pretest (Appendix B). Leader 
couples had only to distribute the questionnaires, which 
take approximately 20 minutes to complete, and collect them 
when subjects had finished their responses. Subjects were 
asked to date questionnaires and to code them with their 
social security numbers. This allowed for matching each 
subjects's pretest, posttest, and delayed test while assur-
ing anonymity. 
Immediately following the last activities of the 
weekend, couples were asked to fill out an evaluation form 
specific to the activities in which they had partici-
pated in the course of the preceding weekend. At this 
time they also filled out the posttest and the information 
form which provided demographic data. All these papers 
were returned to the leader couple who kept the evaluation 
form for their own feedback, and sent the testing instrument 
and the demographic form to the researcher. 
At the time of the posttest, leader couples facilitated 
the scheduling of a brief group meeting four weeks hence at 
which time subjects filled out the delayed test. Three 
weeks following the end of the retreat/workshop, the 
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researcher sent packets of the testing instrument to the 
local pastor or retreat coordinator who administered the 
delayed test to the subjects on the following weekend, 
four weeks from the time of their participation in the 
marriage enrichment. These were returned to the researcher 
by mail. 
Church of the Brethren Marriage Enrichment Program 
The treatment for all six groups who were part of the 
experimental conditions of this research was a specific 
Church of the Brethren marriage enrichment program. The 
rationale for this program, its format, and the components 
of the model are described on the following pages. 
Rationale 
The rationale for the Church of the Brethren marriage 
enrichment program, as developed by denominational leader-
ship, grows out of the theoretical roots which are common 
to virtually all marriage enrichment programs which were 
reviewed in Chapter 2. Briefly reiterated, Rogerian theory 
emphasizes the assumption that an empathic environment in 
which participants can express their feelings freely will 
increase self-acceptance, self-knowledge and acceptance of 
and from others, especially their spouses. This contributes 
to cognitive, attitudinal and behavioral changes which 
enrich the marital relationship (Guerney, 1977). For 
example, in this research, throughout the entire weekend the 




vulnerable way, attempted to demonstrate the kind of inter-
action and caring that was requested of the couples. This 
modeling began upon initial contact with the participants 
and was conveyed, in part, through friendly greetings, 
appropriate attention to details, clear instructions and 
other minor acts of attentiveness. Coffee, tea and nour-
ishing snacks were provided as part of the nurturing 
atmosphere. 
Secondly, the Church of the Brethren program includes 
the opportunity to learn and practice specific behavioral 
skills such as conflict management. Thirdly, it is assumed 
that repeated practice and reinforcement helps correct 
deficiencies in social learning. The program used in this 
research provided emphasis on learning new behaviors and 
increasing other behaviors perceived to be desirable, help-
ful and rewarding in the marriage relationship (e.g., 
positive statements, ownership and expression of feelings). 
Fourth, there was an emphasis on the use of group 
process to provide an environment of trust in which various 
curative factors (Yalom, 1970) and growth factors (Egan, 
1970) could be experienced (e.g., sense of universality, 
supportive atmosphere, climate of experimentation). In 
addition, couples had opportunity to observe alternative 
models of relating, particularly in leader couple modeling, 
and to give and receive appropriate feedback (Hof & Miller, 












of the entire weekend, apparent especially at leader input 
times prior to couple exercises and at group debriefing 
times following some of the structured exercises. The use 
of structured exercises encouraged greater involvement of 
participants and facilitated group development needs while 
at the same time focusing upon various issues of importance 
to marital growth and development (Kurtz, 1975). 
Fifth, communications theory permeates the treatment 
model emphasizing that all communication, whether verbal or 
non-verbal, is significant. All modules of the treatment 
are an exercise in awareness with a focus on improving the 
communications that enhance the marital relationship. The 
back-to-back exercise, self-responsible statements and 
shared meanings are examples of applications of communica-
tions theory in this structured treatment format. 
Sixth, viewing the marital dyad as a three-unit sub-
system of the larger family system (Whitaker, 1975), the 
Church of the Brethren marriage enrichment program which 
comprises this treatment, gives opportunity to couples to 
look at the structure, rules, roles, and goals of their 
marriages and to change them if they wish (Satir, 1972). In 
these retreat/workshops, leader couples provided a broad 
base of affirmation for the unique relationship each marital 
pair had developed. Encouragement and tools were provided 
for the creation and maintenance of an open system. The 
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examples of the treatment with these goals implied. 
(Appendix A.) 
Format of Marriage Enrichment 
The marriage enrichment model used by the Church of the 
Brethren has a varying format of structured exercises in 
order to take advantage of the fact that different individ-
uals vary in their preferred learning styles. Four kinds of 
learning abilities, as identified by Kolb (1979), are taken 
into account by this format. They are (1) concrete experi-
ences in which persons are openly involved in new experi-
ences (e.g., the conflict/affection ranking exercise where 
couples push each other with their hands to heighten aware-
ness of individual ·differences); (2) reflective observations 
where persons view their own experiences in new and dif-
ferent perspectives (e.g., the symbolic statement of mar-
riage exercise with art materials); (3) abstract conceptual-
ization in which persons create concepts that integrate 
their observations (e.g., learning the difference between 
over-responsible, under-responsible and self-responsible 
statements); and (4) active experimentation where theories 
are used to make decisions or attempt solutions to problems 
(e.g., theories of conflict resolution as applied through 
the checker game). All parenthetical examples of the above 
mentioned learning modes can be found in Appendix A. 
The Church of the Brethren enrichment model is one in 
which experienced facilitators are encouraged to select the 
--l 










elements and modify them to suit the special needs of a 
particular group of couples. This allows for differences 
in couples' psychosocial and cognitive levels of development 
(Widick & Cowan, 1977), the different levels of individual 
and relationship function, and for leadership preference. 
Although the overall pattern and use of exercises is 
relatively consistent between groups, there is freedom and 
variation within the model. 
Experimental Treatment 
For the purposes of this study, in order to keep treat-
ment constant across groups, the three leader couples met 
together and developed a consistent weekend design without 
variation. Selecting from the above mentioned treatment 
model, they agreed on specific structured exercises to be 
offered in the same sequence and in the same time frame 
(Appendix A). This design did not allow for leader freedom 
and variation except in one regard. When leaders were 
giving instructions to participants, any examples they gave 
to illustrate the material were drawn from their own marital 
experience with appropriate self-disclosure and attention to 
modeling the exercises presented. These examples from their 
own lives were given briefly, tastefully, and authentically. 
For example, leader couple il, after leading the Phoenix 
retreat, reported that they failed to change their watches 
when they went from California to Arizona, changing time 














to the first morning session. They used this incident to 
illustrate their own under-responsible, over-responsible 
and self-responsible statements in the first exercise on 
communication. 
Components of the Program. The treatment used in this 
research was composed of five two and one-half to three hour 
blocks of time for a total of 14 hours in the course of the 
weekend. These sessions are described here by the goals 
each segment was designed to achieve. The particular exer-
cises which made up each block are found in Appendix A. 
The component blocks of this marriage enrichment 
program combined into five sessions the eight major content 
areas which Guldner (1977), as reviewed in Chapter 2, deemed 
as important to couples. These five blocks are: 
I. Creating a warm atmosphere. Exploring the self 
system and marriage system. 
Goals: ( 1) to get acquainted, 
(2) to begin to develop group spirit, 
(3) to help each person affirm his/her own 
individuality, 
(4) to provide opportunities for affirming 
spouse, 
(5) to help couples reflect on and affirm 
the unique history and strengths of 
their own marital relationship, 
(6) to provide information about marriage 
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enrichment and share expectations about 
the weekend, 
(7) to have fun. 
II. Communication on marriage. Saturday morning. 
Goals: (1) to recreate group spirit from night 
before and continue to build group 
- ... -·---. trust, 
(2) to practice non-verbal communication 
through touch, 
(3) to increase ability to listen atten-
tively and accurately, 
I 
(4) to increase ability to give accurate 
feedback, 
(5) to learn to own and articulate one's 
l own feelings, increasing self-
disclosure between partners, 
(6) to learn to identify and use self-
responsible statements. 
III. Conflict and affection. Saturday afternoon. 
Goals: (1) to identify some individual differ-
ences, 
(2) to explore more modes of communication 
through body language and writing, 
(3) to affirm conflict as essential to a 
growing and loving relationship, 
(4) to become more aware of own methods of 
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decision-making, 
(5) to risk disclosure of some tender 
areas, to share wants, needs, fears, 
(6) to practice communication skills 
learned in previous block in coping 
with conflict. 
IV. Intimacy and sexuality. Saturday night. 
Goals: (1) to desensitize topic, 
(2) to provide information, 
(3) to view sex as communication and become 
~ more aware of the interaction and 
! 
interdependence of sexual expression 
and communication, 
(4) to increase a sense of intimacy within 
marital relationship, 
(5) to affirm self and other's sexual 
identity, 
(6) to identify differences in sexual feel-
ings and responses. 
V. Celebration and commitment. Sunday morning. 
Goals: (1) to affirm and celebrate spouse and 
relationship, 
(2) goal setting: review, revise, renew 
commitment, 
(3) to identify spiritual resources, 









(5) to provide opportunity for affective 
expressions in the group: closure, 
(6) evaluate the weekend experience. 
These five components comprised the treatment for this 
research: (1) exploring self and marital systems, (2) com-
munication, (3) conflict and affection, (4) intimacy and 
sexuality, (5) commitment and couple resources. 
The leader couple alternated between individual, couple 
and group interaction using structured exercises. Instruc-
tions for some exercises were posted on newsprint as well as 
given verbally. 
Instrumentation 
The Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (Barrett-
Lennard, 1978) which tests for emotional satisfaction with 
the marriage relationship was used as the testing 
instrument. It is a self-administered, 64-item question-
naire where a subject is asked to indicate the degree to 
which he or she feels that a statement is true of his/her 
spouse. Ratings are done on a six point scale from -3 
to +3 and are combined into subscales, RI Regard, 
RI Empathy, RI Congruence, and RI Unconditionality. Litera-
ture and research pertaining to the Barrett-Lennard 
Relationship Inventory was reviewed in Chapter 2. 
Wampler and Powell (1982) recommend the RI as a 






to the process dimensions of a relationship and records 
immediate changes as a result of intervention strategies. 
The reliability and validity of the instrument are well 
established, and it is highly correlated with commonly used 
measures of marital satisfaction. 
Two forms of the RI were used for this study, one for 
each sex. These forms were identical except for pronouns 
referring to sex of partner. The scores of one spouse 
indicated the degree of empathy, regard, congruence, and 
unconditionality he/she perceived in the other spouse. 
Thus, if a husband's score on the RI Empathy scale was high, 
he perceived his wife as being very empathic. The higher 
the Total score on the RI, the more closely the relationship 
approximated the Rogerian ideal of an emotionally intimate 
process. 
Statistical Treatment and Hypotheses 
Following are the research hypotheses developed from a 
survey of the literature. Five hypotheses were tested. All 
hypotheses were tested at the .OS level of significance. 
Hypothesis 1: After adjustments made on pretest data, 
subjects in both the retreat condition and the workshop 
condition show greater gains in immediate posttest marital 
satisfaction than do control subjects. 
Hypothesis 2: After adjustments made on pretest data, 
subjects in both the retreat condition and the workshop 
condition show greater gains on a delayed test of marital 
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satisfaction than do controls. 
Hypothesis 3: After adjustments made on pretest data, 
subjects in the retreat condition score higher on immediate 
posttest of marital satisfaction than do subjects in the 
workshop condition. 
Hypothesis 4: After adjustments made on pretest data, 
subjects in the retreat condition score higher on a delayed 
test of marital satisfaction than do subjects in the work-
shop condition. 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference 
between men and women in gains in marital satisfaction in 
any of the three conditions. 
Statistical Treatment. The design of the study was 
quasi-experimental. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
procedure was used to account for any differences in the 
three pretest conditions. Two-way analyses of covariance 
(ANCOVAS) were used to adjust the differences in pretest 
means and analyze the data gathered in the test and delayed 
test. A multiple comparisons procedure, Fisher's Modified 
LSD, was used to determine which pairs of means were 
significantly different at the .05 alpha level. Tables and 
graphic displays were made to present the statistical treat-
ments and to show the results for the RI Total and the four 
subscales of the testing instrument in each of the three 
conditions. 
Summary 
Chapter 3 described the population and sample, the 
research design and procedures for data collection, the 
experimental treatment, the measuring instrument and the 
statistical procedures used. 
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The sample consisted of 43 couples from a church 
population who volunteered for a marriage enrichment weekend 
offered as a part of regular programming within local 
churches. The design was a non-randomized, pretest, post-
test, delayed test design with a no-treatment and a placebo 
control group. Subjects were tested in two experimental 
conditions, a residential retreat setting away from the home 
community and a workshop in the local setting with partici-
pants living at home. The treatment was a marriage enrich-
ment program which was consistent across groups. The 
Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory was the instrument 
used, testing for marital satisfaction. A one-way ANOVA 
tested for differences in the pretest conditions and two-way 
ANCOVAS were used to analyze the data gathered in the post-
test and delayed test. 
The following chapters analyze and discuss the data. 
----, 
~ ___ , 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
The purpose of the present research was to test the 
effectiveness of a marriage enrichment program and to in-
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effectiveness of marriage enrichment weekends. In addi-
tion, the responses of men and women were compared to 
observe any significant differences which might occur. 
Demographic variables were also examined. All subjects 
were drawn from a church population. 
Treatment Group 
There were two content treatment groups in the study. 
The first experimental group met for weekend retreats; the 
second experimental group met for weekend workshops. The 
groups met from Friday night until Sunday noon and were 
given the same marriage enrichment program. 
Retreats 
Three separate weekend retreats made up the retreat 
group. Two of the retreat groups met in a mountain setting 
in a home specifically designed for marriage enrichment 
retreats. The third group met in a motel on the outskirts 
of a large city. Twenty-eight subjects made up the retreat 
group. 
Workshops 
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group. Two were held in church buildings in an urban 
setting, the third in a large home near an urban church. A 
total of 34 subjects made up this experimental condition. 
Control Group 
Two subgroups, no-treatment and placebo, made up the 
control conditions. Twenty-four control subjects took the 
testing instrument at the same time intervals as the exper-
imental subjects. 
Instrumentation 
As a measure of marital satisfaction, the Barrett-
Lennard Relationship Inventory was administered as a pre-
test immediately prior to the retreat/workshop, as a post-
test immediately following the weekend program and as a 
delayed test four weeks following the retreats and work-
shops. In addition to a Total score, the RI yields four 
subscale scores: (1) Regard, (2) Empathy, (3) Congruence, 
and (4) Unconditionality. In this chapter, an analysis of 
variance of all five scores are reported for pretest, post-
test, and delayed test in the two experimental and the 
control conditions. Gains scores from pretest to posttest 
and from pretest to delayed test are analyzed. 
Pretest Findings 
The pretest was given to determine relative equivalency 
of groups. It also served as a baseline measure of marital 
satisfaction. Each of the participants in retreats and 
---
workshops was given the RI upon arrival at the marriage 
enrichment event. These were filled out prior to any 
involvement in the program. Control subjects also filled 
out a RI on a Friday evening. 
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Although random assignment to groups was not practical 
for this study, caution was taken to control for systematic 
differences which might exist between groups. These cau-
tions were (1) drawing the samples from within one church 
denomination, (2) drawing the samples from within one region 
of that denomination, (3) using congregations located only 
in middle class, urban areas, (4) controlling for race as a 
variable by not using interracial congregations in the 
sample, (5) controlling for subject choice of retreat or 
workshop by offering only one or the other to any given 
congregation, (6) reducing the cost discrepancy between 
retreats and workshops by encouraging "retreat" congrega-
tions to subsidize the retreat or to offer couple 
scholarships. 
Retreat, Workshop and Control Group Findings 
Contrary to expectation, significant differences 
between retreat, workshop and control groups were shown on 
the analysis of variance of pretest scores. A multiple 
comparisons procedure by Fisher's Modified LSD showed 
retreat group means significantly lower than the control 
groups on RI Total scores and on all subscales except RI 
Empathy. The retreat group means were also significantly 
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lower than workshop means on RI Total, RI Congruence and 
RI Unconditionality. No significant differences were found 
between the workshop group and the control groups. The 
summary of this analysis of variance of pretest scores is 
found in Table 2. A Matrix of Multiple Comparisons on 
retreat, workshop and control group pretest scores by 
Fisher's Modified LSD procedure is presented in Table 3. 
To investigate for possible differences within the 
content treatment group, an analysis (ANOVA) was made of the 
means of the three separate sites which made up the retreat 
group and the three separate sites which made up the 
workshop group. No significant differences were found 
between the three sites which comprised the retreat group. 
The ANOVA summary for these data appears in Table 4. 
Significant differences were found, however, by 
analysis of variance between the three workshop sites. 
These differences are shown on Table 5 (ANOVA Summary 
Table) and on Table 6, which displays the matrix of between 
workshop-site differences at pretest. The matrix shows that 
the workshops held in LaVerne and Fresno had higher mean 
scores than did the workshop held in Pasadena on the RI 
Total. LaVerne participants scored higher than those of 
the Pasadena workshop on RI Regard. 
The means of the two control groups were also examined. 
No significant differences were found between groups in 
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Mean Scores on Dependent Variable 
Treatment Group Reg Emp Con 
Retreat 16.48 6.16 8.40 
Workshop 22.36 10.69 15.11 
Control 20.39 11.14 14.08 
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Matrix and Means: Between Site Differences for Workshop 
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The statistical analyses which were anticipated were 
those of analyses of covariance. However, because the 
analysis of covariance procedure cannot adequately 
compensate for what appears to be substantial non-
equivalency of groups at the beginning of this study, 
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analysis of variance of gains scores was also performed to 
provide a dual statistical treatment. Wherever the ANOVAS 
and ANCOVAS were not in agreement, the ANOVA findings were 
given precedence as being most appropriate, given the non-
comparable treatment groups. 
Male/Female Pretest Responses and Demographic Variables 
An analysis of variance of male and female responses on 
pretest scores revealed no significant differences between 
men and women in their self-report of marital satisfaction. 
Four other demographic variables produced no significant 
differences on pretest scores. These were number of mar-
riages, level of education, level of employment and income 
range. 
However, on age and number of years married a pretest 
difference between groups was shown on one subscale, RI 
Regard. According to this finding, persons in this study 
who are under 38 years of age report self-perception of 
higher regard in their marriages than do persons over 38 
years of age, and persons married 14 years or less also 




Persons with one or no children have significantly 
higher means on all five measures of marital satisfaction 
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than do persons with two or more children (four children was 
the highest number reported for any couple). The finding 
was the same for number of children in the home. Therefore, 
ANOVA of gains is considered as the most appropriate statis-
tical procedure. The analysis of variance for these pretest 
means is shown on Table 7. 
Control Group Findings 
The original design of this study called for one 
control group which was to receive no treatment. An 
additional control group was added to the design which met 
many of the conditions of the placebo control group. This 
group attended a district church conference for the same 
amount of time as couples wh~ attended marriage enrichment 
weekends and participated in a program of discussions, 
business, and inspirational meetings. The placebo group was 
added to answer the following questions: (1) Do couples find 
their relationship enhanced as a result of being away from 
home together for a weekend? (2) Do couples report greater 
satisfaction in their marriages as a result of any church-
related program in which they participate together? (3) Do 
couples experience their marriages to be enriched as a 
result of being in a group with other persons of their same 
church affiliation? 
An analysis of the means for both no treatment and 
'I i 
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Table 7 
Differences in Marital Satisfaction According to Demographic Variables 
F Ratios for Pretest, Posttest and Delayed Test 
Demographic df 
Independent between Reg Emp Con Unc Total 
Variable groups 
Sex 
Pretest 1 0.366 0.106 0. 771 1.074 0.074 
Post test 1 0.531 0.729 0.785 0.785 0.892 
Delayed Test 1 0.037 0.016 0.105 1.057 0.042 
Age 
Pretest 1 4.501* 0.994 1.102 0.113 1.029 
Post test 1 1.254 1. 280 2.629 0.883 2.576 
Delayed Test 1 0.680 0.494 0.851 2.380 2.059 
Years Married 
Pretest 1 7.449* 0.461 1.479 0.168 1.857 
Post test 1 0.004 2.654 2.280 0.108 1. 398 
Delayed Test 1 0.090 3.036 1. 655 2.336 3. 611 
Number of Marriages 
Pretest 1 0.316 0.043 0.005 0.274 0.108 
Post test 1 0.005 0.026 0.008 3.367 0.644 
Delayed Test 1 0.318 0.014 2.747 1.220 1. 456 
(continued on next page) 
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Table 7 (continued) 
Demographic df 
Indpendent between Reg Emp 
Variable groups 
Number of Children 
Pretest 1 5.395* 6.884* 
Post test 1 0.004 0.006 
Delayed Test 1 0.030 0.370 
Number of Children 
in the Home 
Pretest 1 7.153* 6.911* 
Post test 1 0.286 0.033 
Delayed Test 1 0.000 2.196 
Level of Education 
Pretest 1 1.271 0.145 
Post test 1 2.983 0.000 
Delayed Test 1 0.214 0.804 
Level of EmEloyment 
Pretest 1 0.558 1.070 
Post test 1 0.113 0.122 
Delayed Test 1 0.006 0.477 
Income Range 
Pretest 1 1. 082 1.062 
Post test 1 0.016 0.299 
Delayed Test 1 o.ooo 0.437 
a 
.95F( 1 , 84 );4.00 
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placebo control groups shows no significant gains from 
pretest to posttest, nor from pretest to delayed test. 
Based on these findings, there is no support for the 
suggestion that couples may experience increased 
satisfaction in their marriages simply by a weekend away __________ _ 
from home together, by participation in a church related 
conference, nor by group interaction among church friends 
and acquaintances. 
As a result of finding no significant differences 
between the two control conditions, the data for all control 
subjects have been combined into one control group for the 
reporting relative to the major hypotheses of this study. 
Problem 1 
The first issue examined related to the effectiveness 
of the program which was designed for the use of marriage 
enrichment in the Church of the Brethren. All marriage 
enrichment programs have not been found to be equally ef-
fective. Would couples participating in this program 
experience it as effective? Would they report higher levels 
of marital satisfaction at the conclusion of the weekend? 
The independent variable was the program, the dependent 
variable was marital satisfaction measured in five ways: 
(1) Regard, (2) Empathy, (3) Congruence, (4) Uncondition-
ality, and (5) Total. 
Null Hypothesis 1 (Ho1l 
After adjustments based on pretest data, there is no 
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significant difference between retreat, workshop and control 
group mean gains on immediate posttest measures of marital 
satisfaction. 
Ho1 •1Regard. Analysis of covariance shows no signifi-
cant differences between groups on the posttest measure of 
RI Regard. The analysis of variance gains scores do show a 
significantly higher mean score for the retreat group when 
compared to controls. Because the means scores differed 
markedly on pretest RI Regard, ANOVA of gains scores is a 
more appropriate statistical treatment and takes precedence. 
In view of these differences between retreat and control 
groups, null hypothesis 1.1 is rejected. The ANOVA and 
ANCOVA summaries are found on Table 8. 
Ho1 •2Empathy. Both ANCOVA and ANOVA of gains scores 
show significant differences between means of groups on the 
measure of RI Empathy. Multiple comparison statistics using 
Fisher's Modified LSD procedure show both retreats and work-
shops made significant gains over pretest while the control 
group did not. Ho1 • 2 is found to be untenable. These find-
ings are displayed on Tables 8 and 9. 
Ho1 •3congruence. Both the retreat group and the work-
shop group made significant gains on posttest RI Congruence 
scores. The control group did not make significant gains. 
The null hypothesis of no gain is therefore rejected. See 
Tables 8 and 9. 
Ho1 • 4unconditionality. Neither workshops nor retreats 
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-- ------ Table 8 
Comparison of Retreat, Workshop and Control Treatment 
Groups on Posttest Measure of Marital Satisfaction 
Dependent ANCOVA of ANOVA of Post-
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Matrix and Means: Multiple Comparisons of Treatment Groups 


























on Dependent Variable (Post test Gains) 
Res ErnE Con Unc Total 
3.459 3.287 4.004 1. 640 3.098 
1.696 4.564 4.380 4.998 3.909 






show significant gains on mean scores for RI Uncondition-
ality. The null hypothesis is tenable for this measure of 
marital satisfaction. Table 8 shows the F ratios for RI 
Unconditionality. 
Ho1 •5Total. The RI Total scores show significantly 
higher means in self reports of marital satisfaction in 
retreat and workshop conditions at the end of the weekend 
program. The control group does not show a gain in mean 
scores. These findings resulted from both the ANCOVA of 
mean scores and the ANOVA of gains scores as seen on 
Table 8. 
Summary of Ho1 • The F ratios for ANCOVA of means and 
ANOVA of gains scores on all five measurements of the 
dependent variable listed above are found on Table 8. A 
matrix of posttest gains scores displays the results of the 
multiple comparison of these groups on all five measures of 
the dependent variable and is found on Table 9. 
The rejection of null hypotheses 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5 
suggests that this marriage enrichment program was effective 
in improving participants' sense of marital satisfaction 
from the beginning of the weekend on Friday night to the end 
of the weekend on Sunday noon. Control subjects show no 
improvement during the same period of time. Although pre-
test means indicated initial differences between groups 
making the ANCOVA a less defensible treatment of the data, 








The second issue examined also related to the effec-
tiveness of the marriage enrichment program. Would gains 
on an immediate posttest marital satisfaction endure over 
a four-week period of time? The RI measured the dependent 
variable in five ways: (1) Regard, (2) Empathy, 
(3) Congruence, (4) Unconditionality, and (5) Total. 
Null Hypothesis 2 (Ho21 
After adjustments based on pretest data, there is no 
significant difference between retreat, workshop and control 
group means on a delayed posttest of marital satisfaction. 
Ho 2 •1Regard. Differences in RI Regard which were 
apparent at the conclusion of the retreat did not endure 
over the four-week period. No significant differences in 
groups were found on the delayed test RI Regard scale. The 
null hypothesis of no differences is, therefore, found to be 
tenable. See Table 10 for F ratios. 
Ho 2 • 2Empathy. Significant differences between groups 
were found on the delayed test for RI Empathy. The dif-
ferences show similarity to the immediate posttest, with 
both experimental groups showing more gains in empathy than 
the control group. The gains having endured, the null 
hypothesis is rejected. These findings are displayed in 
Tables 10 and 11. 
Ho2 • 3congruence. Gains for RI Congruence endured over 
four weeks time. Mean scores were significantly greater in 
94 
Table 10 
j Comparison of Retreat, Workshop and Control Treatment 
- ---~ Groups on Delayed Measure of Marital Satisfaction 
~ Dependent ANCOVA of Adjusted ANOVA of Delayed 
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Matrix and Means: Multiple Comparisons of Treatment Groups 
(Delayed Test Gains) by Fisher's Modified LSD Procedure 
Retreat 
Workshop 




























(Delayed Test Gains) 
Con Unc Total 
4.053 0.582 2.633 
3. 277 6.080 3.784 
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both experimental groups than in the control group. In view 
of these findings, the null hypothesis is untenable. 
Table 10 and Table 11 show these results. 
Ho 2• 4unconditionality. Although gain scores for the 
workshop group were significantly different when compared to 
the scores of the retreat group, neither experimental group 
made significant gains when compared to the control subjects 
on the scale of RI Unconditionality. The null hypothesis, 
therefore, is retained. See Tables 10 and 11. 
Ho 2 • 5Total. Total score gains endured for the workshop 
group on the delayed test measure. The enduring gains made 
by the workshop group at the .05 level make that component 
of the null hypothesis untenable. For the retreat group, 
gains endured at the .10 level of significance, but not at 
the .OS level of significance set for this study. There 
were no gains for controls. 
The ANCOVA of means and ANOVA of gains scores for the 
above mentioned data is found on Table 10. Table 11 dis-
plays the matrix of delayed test gain scores with signifi-
cant differences indicated. 
Summary of Ho2 • Three of the five scales which measure 
marital satisfaction endured from posttest measurement to 
delayed test measurement four weeks later. The measures 
that endured were RI Empathy, RI Congruence and RI Total. 
RI Regard and RI Unconditionality did not show significance. 
Although null hypothesis 2 can be rejected on the basis of 
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these findings, it should be noted that some gains which 
were apparent at posttest had begun to fade by the end of 
four weeks. 
Problem 3 
------4-----------------Many enEnusiascs-for marriage enricnment programs 
- -- ____ J 
assume the importance of a weekend retreat during which 
participants are isolated from the demands of daily life. 
Is the retreat location related to gains in marital satis-
faction that can be measured immediately following a 
program? Could similar results be achieved in a weekend 
workshop where participants eat and sleep at home and 
continue with daily routines during breaks in the program? 
The independent variable in this problem was location, the 
dependent variable marital satisfaction as measured on 
the RI. 
Null Hypothesis 3 (Ho31 
After adjustments based on pretest scores, there is no 
significant difference between retreat groups and workshop 
groups on an immediate posttest of marital satisfaction. 
Ho3 •1Regard. No significant differences were found 
between retreats and workshops. Tables 8 and 9 display 
these findings. 
Ho3 •2Empathy. On neither RI Regard nor RI Empathy were 
any significant differences observed on the posttest between 
the retreat group and the workshop group. This is 







and retreat means were not found to be significantly 
different on these two subscales. This makes the posttest 
ANCOVA more defensible. The ANOVA of gains also supports 
no difference between these two experimental groups on the 
posttest. The null hypothesis 3.1 and 3.2 were found to be 
tenable. See Table 8. 
Ho3 •3congruence. RI Congruence scores between retreats 
and workshops were not significantly different at the time 
of the posttest. However, RI Congruence scores were 
significantly different on the pretest, with retreat 
participants reporting less marital satisfaction. This 
suggests that retreat subjects made substantial gains as 
compared to workshop participants, but not sufficient gains 
to be significantly different from the workshop gains. The 
The null hypothesis for Ho 3 . 3 was retained. See Table 8. 
Ho3 • 4unconditionality. Unconditionality is the only 
RI scale which shows a significant difference between 
retreat and workshop groups at the posttest. Contrary to 
expectation, the workshop group scored higher than the 
retreat group. The null hypothesis was rejected. It should 
be noted, however, that the significant difference by which 
the rejection of the null was made is in the opposite 
direction of the research hypothesis statement prior to the 
study. Tables 8 and 9 display these findings. 
Ho3 •5Total. Total RI scores show no significant 
differences be~tween the means of retreat and workshop 
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groups. Accordingly, the null was retained. Refer to 
Table 8. 
Summary of Ho 3 • This null hypothesis was rejected 
solely on the one scale, RI Unconditionality, the means for 






that retreat locations enhance the effectiveness of this 
marital enrichment program beyond that for local workshop 
settings. Analyses of covariance and analyses of variance 
of gains scores are shown in Table 8. Table 9 follows and 
is a matrix of a multiple comparison of groups which 
displays the findings for Hypothesis 3. 
Problem 4 
If retreat locations are shown to provide better 
effectiveness for marriage enrichment programs, will these 
gains endure over time? Four weeks following the retreats 
and workshops, the RI measured the dependent variable again. 
Tables 10 and 11 show these results. 
Null Hypothesis #4 (Ho41 
After adjustments made on pretest data, there is no 
significant difference between retreat groups and workshop 
groups on a delayed test of marital satisfaction. 
Although all subtest and total scores were statisti-
cally analyzed, only one significant difference was 
obtained, the subscale of RI Unconditionality. Contrary 





the workshop group scored higher than the retreat group. 
These results do not justify the rejection of null 
Hypothesis #4 and do not lend support to the view that 
100 
retreat settings are superior to local settings with regard 
to the effectiveness of the marriage enrichment Erogram~----------
Findings related to Hypothesis #4 are found in Tables 10 
and 11. 
Problem 5 
Findings of previous research are contradictory 
regarding differential responses of men and women to mar-
riage enrichment programs. Does one profit more than the 
other during these weekend retreats and workshops? Do 
persons respond differently depending on other personal 
characteristics? Sex and eight other demographic 
characteristics were independent variables in this study. 
Null Hypothesis #5 (Ho5l 
There is no significant difference between men and 
women in gains in marital satisfaction in any of the three 
conditions. 
Analysis of covariance of means and analysis of 
variance of gains scores in all three conditions show no 
measurable differences in the responses of men and women 
on the testing instrument. F ratios for sex from the two 
way ANCOVA are shown with the demographic variables in 




Two-way analyses of covariance were computed for eight 
demographic variables which were recorded for each of the 
86 subjects in this study. In addition to sex of subject, 
data were collected relative to each subject's (1) age, 
(2) years married, (3) number of marriages, (4) number of 
children, (5) number of children living in the home, 
(6) level of education, (7) level of employment, and 
(8) income range. Of these eight variables there was no 
main effect on two-way analyses of variance of either the 
posttest or the delayed test scores. There were, however, 
three significant two-way interactions, a treatment by level 
of education interaction on the immediate posttest RI Total 
score, RI Regard, and RI Unconditionality. This fioding 
suggests that persons in this study with less formal 
education (high school or one year of college) are more 
satisfied with their spouses after attending a retreat than 
are persons who have two or more years of college. Those 
with more formal education show slightly higher means in the 
workshop condition over those with less education. Control 
subjects with more formal education also had higher means. 
No interactions were present on the delayed posttest. The 
group mean scores and the three two-factor interactions 
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Figure 1. A graph depicting the interaction of treat-
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Figure 2. A graph depicting the interaction of treat-
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H.S./1 year 2+ years college 
Figure 3. A graph depicting the interaction of treat-
ment and educational level on RI Total. 
Summary 
Chapter 4 presented the statistical analyses of the 
data to test the five research hypotheses. The statistical 
procedures used for the analyses included one-way analysis 
of variance of pretest scores, two-way analyses of 
covariance of posttest and delayed scores and analysis of 
variance of gains scores for posttest and delayed test. 
Fisher's modified LSD procedure of multiple comparison of 
groups was also used. Demographic variables were examined 
by analyses of variance of means gain scores. 
The first null hypothesis tested was that there is no 
difference between the experimental groups and the control 
groups on immediate posttest scores. This hypothesis was 
rejected. The findings show significantly greater gains in 
experimental groups than in the control groups. 
j 
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The second null hypothesis of no difference between 
experimental groups and the control groups on delayed test 
scores was also rejected. Significant gains were shown in 
the experimental groups as compared to the control group on 
an analysis of variance and Fisher's multiple comparison 
procedures. 
The third null hypothesis that there is no difference 
between retreat and workshop locations in the gains made by 
subjects on immediate posttest was retained. On four of the 
five scales no significant differences were found. On the 
one scale reflecting statistical significance, findings were 
in the opposite direction of the prior research hypothesis, 
favoring the workshop location (subscale of RI 
Unconditionality). 
The fourth null hypothesis was that there is no 
difference between retreat and workshop conditions on 
delayed test. The null was retained with findings similar 
to the findings for Hypothesis #3. 
The fifth null hypothesis of no difference between 
sexes in all testing conditions was retained. Eight 
demographic variables showed no significant differences and 
no interactions with the exception of a treatment by level 
of education interaction on the immediate posttest on total 
score and two subscales, RI Regard and RI Unconditionality. 
CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effec-
tiveness of a specific marriage enrichment program, the 





outcome, and differences in the responses of men and women 
to a weekend marriage enrichment program. Relevant 
literature was reviewed with attention given to six 
theoretical bases which form the foundations of marriage 
enrichment and provide the rationale for its varied 
programs. Research on marriage enrichment was also reviewed 
with a summary of findings presented and the need for addi-
tiona! research cited. This chapter presents a summary of 
method and findings, a discussion of the findings, conclu-
sions and recommendations. 
Summary of Methods 
Eighty-six subjects made up the sample for this study. 
They were drawn from a Protestant church population in 
California and Arizona (Church of the Brethren). As a part 
of regular church programming, half the congregations 
contacted were asked to hold a marriage enrichment retreat 
at a secluded location removed from their communities, and 
half were asked to hold workshops in their churches or a 
nearby home. The two experimental conditions were comprised 
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month period. Three trained leader couples each led one 
workshop and one retreat. 
Each weekend marriage enrichment program was of 
equivalent length and had five to seven participant couples 
(with the exception of one retreat where numbers fell to 
three couples because of unforeseen circumstances on the day 
it began). The same fourteen hour program was presented on 
all six weekends beginning on Friday evening and ending 
Sunday noon. 
The testing instrument was the Barrett-Lennard 
Relationship Inventory and was administered immediately 
prior to the weekend, immediately following the weekend 
program and four weeks following the weekend. Two control 
groups, no-treatment and placebo, were given the Barrett-
Lennard RI at the same intervals as the experimental groups. 
Summary of Results 
A one-way analysis of variance showed significant 
differences between groups on the pretest with retreat group 
mean scores lower on all RI scales. The means of the 
workshop and control groups were roughly comparable. 
Research hypotheses which predicted the experimental 
conditions on posttest and delayed test to produce 
significant gains over the control conditions were 
substantiated by the data. The data did not meet the 
expectation of the hypotheses predicting significantly 
greater gains in the retreat locations than in the workshop 
I 
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locations. The null hypothesis of no significant 
differences between men's and women's responses was 
retained. Eight demographic variables, examined by analyses 
of variance of gains scores produced no significant findings 
at posttest or delayed test with the exception of one 
treatment by level of education interaction. 
Discussion 
A discussion of the findings of this study includes 
attention to the pretest results, the effectiveness of the 
treatment, the importance of retreat/workshop location, and 
the effect of demographic variables. The researcher's 
speculations about the findings are included. 
Pretest Results and Speculations 
Contrary to expectations, subjects in the retreat 
condition produced lower mean scores on pratest than did 
workshop and control subjects. Further analysis within the 
three separate retreats which made up that experimental 
group produced no significant variance between pretest 
means. Subjects at the three separate workshop sites did 
vary somewhat on pretest means when examined by one-way 
ANOVAS and multiple comparisons of groups. 
The composition of groups was examined for any apparent 
or systematic group differences which would illuminate the 
above findings. None were found. Leader couples' written 
reports of each weekend and informal questioning of leader 







awareness of obvious differences between groups. 
One could speculate that the factors of greater costs 
of attending a retreat, or the difficulties of finding child 
care for a weekend away, may influence subjects' perceptions 
and metaperceptions on the RI in the secluded retreat 
setting. One could, further, wonder if the more intensive 
nature of the retreat, where spouses are together all 
weekend without interruption, may provide a greater 
perceived challenge to the distance-regulation function of 
the marriage relationship which Kantor and Lehr (1975) have 
observed in the marital subsystem of families. Or perhaps 
comfortable levels of self-disclosure between spouses 
(Jourard, 1964) are perceived as being threatened by the 
anticipation and experience of the secluded retreat. 
No effort was made to control for subjects' 
acquaintance with other members of their weekend group. It 
is possible some couples were better acquainted within their 
group than was true in other groups and that these group 
dynamics in some way influenced the subjects' self-reported 
marital satisfaction. Hof and Miller (1982) emphasize that 
participants in marriage enrichment programs are a 
heterogeneous group of people. Since randomized assignment 
to groups was not practical with this population, sampling 
error in such a heterogeneous population was likely. 
Program (Treatment) Results 






significant gains from pretest to posttest mean scores and 
from pretest to delayed test mean scores. This gain was not 
observed in the control groups. The results would suggest 
the effectiveness of this specific marriage enrichment 
program in either condition tested, at any of the six 
experimental sites. Assuming a heterogeneous population and 
still demonstrating significant gains across all experi-
mental groups, the generalizability of this program as 
facilitating marital growth and satisfaction is enhanced. 
Further, program effectiveness is supported by the endurance 
of gains as found on the delayed test four weeks following 
the marriage enrichment weekends. Significant gains for 
subjects regardless of leadership couple and possible leader 
effects add support for the claim of program effectiveness. 
RI Scales Relative to Program Components. Marriage 
enrichment programs are based on the premise that human 
relationships have a great many untapped strengths and 
resources which can be developed. There is the assumption 
that people can learn how to choose and change behaviors and 
attitudes which will improve their intimate relationships 
and allow them to experience increased marital satisfaction. 
The program tested in this study was designed to create a 
climate to affirm self and other regard, empathic 
understanding, behaviors congruent with thoughts and 
feelings, and unconditional love between married partners. 





through leader modeling, structured exercises and behavioral 
rehearsal to change behaviors and attitudes which they 
perceived would increase their marital satisfaction. 
Although specific components of the program were not 
measured, the results of this study suggest that an 
affirming climate was achieved, and that leader modeling and 
structured exercises which focused on the goals of the 
program contributed to couples making changes which 
increased their marital satisfaction. 
Specific program components may be more related to the 
dimensions of marital satisfaction on the RI than are other 
components. For example, Friday evening's activities, as 
they promote self and other esteem, may influence responses 
on the RI Regard scale more than other parts of the weekend. 
This scale taps perceptions relating to feeling appreciated, 
approved of, being respected, valued and cared about. 
Retreat results at posttest showed significant gains in 
means scores on the measurement of Regard, suggesting the 
retreat groups were effective in building a climate for self 
and other esteem. 
The increase in empathic understanding may be related 
to the module on Saturday morning. The exercises in this 
component focus on the communication of feelings. RI 
Empathy measures perceptions relative to the extent that 
partners feel their experiences and meanings are affectively 








means in both experimental conditions immediately following 
the weekend as well as four weeks later, suggests that 
participants in these retreats and workshops made important 
and enduring changes in their understandings of each other's 
emotional life. These changes may result from new learnings 
around communication of feelings. 
RI Congruence may respond to the Saturday afternoon 
focus on conflict management. Concerns of honesty and 
openness around both positive and negative expressions in a 
relationship, the effort to match behavior and feelings 
without denial or deception are measured on this subscale. 
Learning skills for conflict management may increase 
relationship skills that would be reflected on RI 
Congruence. This scale, also, showed significant and 
enduring gains, suggesting a readiness on the part of 
marriage enrichment participants to learn more effective 
ways of expressing differences within intimate 
relationships. 
The RI Unconditionality scale measures an attitude of 
consistency and unchanging love which allows for ups and 
downs in a relationship. It could be thought of as somewhat 
related to the Sunday morning component on commitment. The 
findings for this subscale are puzzling. Workshop groups 
showed considerably increased means on RI Unconditionality 
while retreat groups showed very little increase. Workshop 
groups showed an increase from posttest to delayed test. 
- c I 





These increases with workshop subjects were not statistical-
ly significant because control subjects also showed an 
increase on RI Unconditionality. This finding may raise 
doubt about the reliability of the RI Unconditionality sub-
scale and suggests a need for further research on this part 
of the instrument. 
The RI Total measure of marital satisfaction is a 
combination of subscale scores. The total experience of a 
marriage enrichment weekend was perceived as increasing 
marital satisfaction for participants when tested 
immediately following the retreat. Workshop participants 
indicated four weeks later that they still had more 
satisfying relationships than they had before they went to 
the weekend event. Retreat participants' response on RI 
Total did not endure for the four-week period at a 
significant level, although means declined only slightly. 
The total retreat/workshop experience suggests that this 
program has merits as a method of education and growth for 
married couples. It enhances their sense of marital 
satisfaction in several relationship dimensions that 
theorists believe to be important. That this increased 
marital satisfaction may contribute to the stability and 
longevity of marriage relationships would commend this model 
as a program of prevention of marriage breakdown. 
Importance of Delayed Test Results. It is generally 
accepted among marriage enrichment enthusiasts that one 
weekend event is not usually sufficient to create lasting 
changes in marriage relationships. At best, these events 
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provide motivation for change and beginnings in the direc-
tion of change. Research suggests that the positive feel-
ings generated at a weekend enrichment experience should be 
followed soon by multi-week communication training and/or 
marital support groups. How soon these sessions must follow 
was one of the questions this study sought to answer. 
An examination of delayed test means shows gains in RI 
Empathy and RI Congruence sustaining well at four weeks for 
both retreat and workshop participants. RI Total sustained 
well for the workshop condition over a four-week period and 
means for RI Unconditionality actually increased. Retreat 
group participants did not maintain their gains on RI Regard 
and RI Total at the end of the four weeks. Although their 
decline was not great, they lost statistical significance at 
the .05 level. This suggests that four weeks is a reason-
able time lapse from the marriage enrichment weekend to the 
beginning of multi-week sessions, but the delay should 
probably not extend much beyond four weeks to take advantage 
of the heightened motivations for change generated by the 
retreats and workshops. 
Importance of Location 
One cannot say, as a result of the findings of this 
study, that location is a significant variable in the 
effectiveness of marriage enrichment programs. The 
j 
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hypothesis that it is important to retreat to a site removed 
from daily demands and routines of participant couples for 
the purpose of enriching marital growth is not supported by 
the data of this study. Contrary to expectation, the 
workshop group scored significantly higher than the retreat 
group on the RI Unconditionality subscale at both posttest 
and delayed test. In light of these findings, agencies and 
churches who sponsor marriage enrichment weekends may want 
to provide near-home alternatives for couples who want to 
attend a marriage enrichment event but feel they cannot 
afford the cost of a retreat setting, transportation 
expenses, or, perhaps, cannot arrange overnight child care. 
Demographic Variables 
By the data gathered for this study, the null 
hypothesis was supported in showing no significant 
differences between male and female responses on the RI at 
either posttest or delayed test. No apparent program 
modifications are dictated by these findings. 
Eight other demographic variables were analyzed: 
(1) age, (2) years married, (3) number of marriages, 
(4) number of children, (5) number of children in the 
home, (6) level of education, (7) level of employment, and 
(8) income range. Although pretest differences occurred 
for age, years married, number of children and number of 
children in the home, none of the demographic variables 
produced significant main effects for gains made on the 
l -------- --l 
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posttest or delayed test. This suggests a greater 
generalizability for the program than if there had been 
main effects. 
One interaction, location by level of education, 
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produced statistical significance. The interaction suggests 
that persons with two or more years of college respond less 
well to retreat locations than do those with less education, 
and the better educated respond slightly better in 
workshopsettings than do those with less education. The 
practical significance of that finding is not great in 
church populations since these programs are usually open to 
all married couples within a congregation. There may be 
occasions, however, when a congregation may be advised to 
sponsor a workshop rather than a retreat if the average 
level of education in the congregation is two or more years 
of college. 
Summary 
The effectiveness of this marriage enrichment program 
was given credibility in that gains in marital satisfaction 
were made in both experimental conditions regardless of 
pretest differences. Further, the program appeared to be 
effective across all demographic variables assessed. 
Location of retreats/workshops did not appear to be an 
important variable. 
Limitations 









is important to keep the limitations of this study in view. 
Four major limitations are discussed. 
First, the measuring instrument used in this study was 
a self-report measure. Although it has undergone numerous 
and rigorous analyses for validity and reliability, self-
report measures are criticized as being subject to responses 
of social desirability. Socially desirable responses were, 
hopefully, diminished by the stringent efforts made to 
assure participants of the confidentiality of responses they 
provided. While it is assumed that each person is the best 
judge of his or her own subjective sense of marital 
satisfaction, the self-report nature of the testing 
instrument constitutes a major limitation of this research. 
Second, subjects volunteering to participate in 
marriage enrichment retreats/workshops under church 
sponsorship constituted the sample for this study. 
Accordingly, the generalization of results is limited to a 
similar population. The church population is Protestant, 
primarily Caucasian, middle class and resides in California 
and Arizona. 
Third, attrition in one cell of the design lowered 
sample numbers below that desired for that segment. A one-
way analysis of variance between groups shows no 
statistically significant difference between that group and 
other groups in thai experimental condition. The low number 






Fourth, an assumption was made that the leader couples 
for these retreats/workshops were representative of the 
population of marriage enrichment leaders. An attempt to 
control for leader effects was an important element of the 
design. This assumption is the fourth major limitation of 
this study. 
Conclusions 
The results of the present study appear to warrant the 
following conclusions: 
(1) The weekend marriage enrichment program used in 
this study is effective in enhancing marital satisfaction in 
either retreat or workshop settings. 
(2) Retreat locations are not superior to workshops in 
local churches as a factor in the effectiveness of the 
weekend marriage enrichment program used in this study. 
(3) Men and women respond equally well to the weekend 
marriage enrichment program under study. 
(4) Age, number of children, number of children in the 
home, years married, level of income, number of marriages, 
and level of employment are not important factors in the 
effectiveness of the marriage enrichment program studied. 
(5) Persons with two or more years of college tend to 
respond more positively to this program if offered in a 
workshop than if offered in a retreat location. 
(6) Follow-up marriage enrichment programs should 
commence within 4 weeks of a marriage enrichment event or 
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shortly thereafter. 
(7) Cautious generalizations of these findings may be 





replication of this study: 
(1) The location should be studied as a variable with 
other populations, other programs and other leader couples. 
(2) Random assignment to groups should become a 
practical reality for future investigation. 
(3) Another follow-up test should be given four months 
following the weekend retreat/workshop. 
(4) A study should be made of the three-stage model of 
marriage enrichment as proposed by Hof (1981), extending 
attendance at a weekend event by adding multi-week skills 
training and a support group. 
(5) Behavioral assessments should be made of spouses' 
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MAJUUACE ~NlUCliMJlNT llli'tREA'f 
PR.OGR.AM* 
Church of ehe Brethren 
FRIIYArEVENING 
t. Creating a Warm Atmosphere 
A. Questionaire 
B. Name 'I'ags 
l. Pick out three pictures wbich tells something about you, without 
calkins about your choices to ochers. (A hobby. occupation, a 
life priority, etc.) 
2. Paste these pictures on paper provided. (If you have a particular 
thinS in mind and can't find it fairly quickly, you might want to 
c.l.:r;aw it.) 
3. Gather in a circle without sharing your nama tag. 
4. Proceed around the circle sharing by couples. One spouse offering 
an interpretation of the other spouse's nametag, The wearer may then 
confirm or explain further their name tag. The othar spouse does the ....... 
5. Leader couple will begin by modeling the process. 
C. Mutual Hug 
Partners give each other a hugi hold on a moment. 
D. Discussion of expeceations 
A time £or questions on principles and procedures. which have been mailed 
ahead of time and sharing of expectations. 
E. Assumptions 
Marriage Enrichment Princjnles 
Good. marri&ges take time. 
Communication is the key. 
Self-esteem is an important foundation. 
All marriages have a potential for gro~h. 
It is important to celebrate good marriages. 
Christian faith nurtures marriage relationships. 
*Program designed by leader couples, Mary 
Baucher. and Nancy and Torn Deal. Program 
by Dr. Torn Deal, Pastor, Modesto Church 






Share only what feels comfortable; group activities are voluntary. 
Confidentiality. 
j Attendance is extremely important for all sessions. 
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j Group sharing builds group support, but the main emphasis is on the 
----~.i 1 --------------~cauple_!_s-relationship-·-------------------------------
Deal with the here and. now. 
Focus 1s on relationships, rather than techniques, but couples learn 
additional communication skills. 
Leaders are teachers, not doctors -- participants are students, not patients. 
Leaders will participate in the activities. 
Leaders will not ask other couples to do something that they themselves 
won't do. 
F. Individual llugs 
'rake tuna giv:l.ng hug; mata does not hug back - just experience being 
bugged. '!hen reverse. 
G. Statement of Marriage: 
(Using ~ay, markers, other media) portray the character or course of 
your marriage via a symbol or drawing. 
(BIIEAK) 
H. Candlelight Fantasy 
1. Have each couple light caa.dles aud cuddle up to each other. 
a. We would like you to go ba~ to the time of your first meeting. 
What wera your first imprasaians ••• What did you notice about the 
other person ••• What happened that sticks in your mind? ••• Move on 
to the t:IJae of your first date. Row are you feeling as the time 
of the date is approaching? ••• B.ow are you feeling? .••• Take time to 
relive that axperience ••• Wbat do you think you will remember from 
your experience 7 
b. As you are celeOrating your firSt alW.iversary. what have you enjoyed 
moat about being married.? ••• Is marriage what you thought it would be? ••• 
What do you uotice about the appearance of your mate that you did not 
uotice when you first met? ••• 
2. Come back from the fantasy trip, take a few moments to share with your 
mate what you experienced • 
.3. ''Wher. You Love" 'by David Augsburger 















A. Ba<:l< to ba<:l< (non-verbal) 
Sit down - close eyes. 
1. Say hello, using only back. 
2. How do you feel about spouse? 
3. Lock arms. stand-up, say good-bye using back only. 




Explain self-responsible statements - ~ontrast with under and over 
respousible sea cements. (On blackboard). Again, focusing 011 
fealings. 
Group work on rewording statements (self-respon~ible) 
feelings. Peelings may not be directly stated. 
statement might be, ''That was a terrible party! 11 
might be, "I felt excluded. 11 
- listening for 
l!'or example, the 
tbe feeling 
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Hand out paper, rewording statements, into feeling, self-responsible statements. 
1. ''You're not listening to me." 
2. ''You're laughing; at me. n 
3. "We bave good tillle:s together." 
4. ''You shouldn't work late so often." 
5. 11Soma people sure thiDk they're hot stuff. 11 
6. "We women seem to get stuck with more than our share of the houseworka 11 
] a ''Life IS a bOWl Of cherrieS • II 
a. "Oh Houey~ .YOU shouldn't have gone to all that trouble for my birthday! II 
9. ''You have been the best chairperson that that church committee has ever had. 11 
10. ''!veqthing is going to be alright." 
E. Shared Meaning (Reaching ao understanding) 
1. I feel ••• (have already done) 
2. Tall me about it •• a 
3. !ell more about it ••• 
4. Feed back (I hear you saying ••• ) 
5. Confil'm or correct. 
(Not trying to reach agreement on the id.ea being presented, 






6. !XEB.CISE: select J picuw:es each from magazines - don't ta.ke a lot of 
clme. Look at the picture and. tell of your feelings about it or an 
~taary story it makes you think of or experience out of your past 
that it ramiDda you of. With your spouse take turns with your pictures. 
If you don't get finished that's o.k.; if you get finished too soon, 
~ respond to your mate's pictures - alwaYs using "I feel." 20 minutes) 




11. Vu.la.erability E:r.arcise (Non-verbal) 
1. BJ.inclfold spouse 
2. Have spouse get in ''vulnerable" position, lay on back, legs, arms, 
hands open; be helpless, do not respond to your mate - only receive. 
3. To other spouse - do not do anything until you have directions. 
Direction: Give something to your· helpless spouse. 
Reverse roles. 
4. Dabriefillg. 
G. UN Milluto Tal.k 
LUNCII 
Each talk. for 10 minutes. The other is to listen for feelings. After 
each has talked for 10 minutes, the first listener is to respond to 
feelings, give feedback. !hen the second listener will respond for five 
minutes. '!here c:au be clarification, 'but no debate. Ia the message I 
got accurate7 If not, the speaker cau give clarification. 
SUJJEcrs; dreams, family fuu, pets, favorite relatives, friends, 
vacations, health. For l10V stay off emotional or tense subjects. 
Go have fun with each other. 
Come back at ___ Get feedback. 
Suggestion: 1 10 minute talks this next week. At least 1 per we'ek after 
thot. 
III. Conflict and. Affection 
A. l!aukillg 
l. Hold. haD.d.&i face each other. Aa criterion are called 
moves in the direction of person they feel best fit. 
of banda. 
WIIO: 
a. gets out of bed easiest in the morning? 
b. spends money more easily? 
c. takes longest time to get ready to go out? 
4. drives most carefully? 
•• wears loudest clothes? 
f. has easiest time talking in front of group? 
g. is moat cial:'ing? 
out, each spouse 
Do not let go 
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B. Cheaer Game (40 minutes) IntroQu~tion - explain game 
Confli~t aud affection ara usually seen as opposites. but- they are really 
partuexa. Love has two sides if it's going to be a fulfilling or complete 
relationship. One is the concern for your own needs; the other is concern 
for your partner's needs. Conflict is caring about yourself enough to con-
front your partner with your awn needs. Affection is caring about your 
-----+-----------Jp&r-tner-enouah-to-meet-his/her-neecls.-It_is_ouly_whetLb_o_th_p_ar_tner_s_!_need._s; _________ _ 
l 
are met that we have t:ue harmony. 
Checker Game - Resolving Differences (for couple.. ueed checker game.) 
Purpose (not to be stated ~ the game is played. but afterward) 
To enable couples to become more aware of their method of decision-making. 
Each couple has their own game of checkers. The obiect of the game is to 
gain as IIUUlY kings as possib~e as a couple. 'the game will be played. ac-
cord.ing to the regular rules of checkers, including forced jumps, with the 
following excepti~ns: 
1. Make your intended move knovn to your partner. 
2. A move must be agreed upon in order to be made. 
3. If you do not have enough coins to crown all kings, turn coins 
over in order to identify them. 
A handout will be given to be fil~ed out by each person. After the questions 
are answered, the couples will share their reactions. 
Come back to total group for debriefing (possi.bl·t d.ivide into 2 groups} 
Ask for reactions and comments. 
Did. the way you addressed your partner change during the course of the game? 
C. Co-operative Balance (non-verbal) 
D. Belt-Lin• Exercise 
Introduction 
1. Each ·of us has tender areas in our life that we do not wish to discuss or 
be teased about-. 'these may be il:'responsible actions in our past, a family 
trait, a habit of which we are not proud-, or a health problem. In order 
for spo~ses to settle their differences smoothly they must agree to stick 
to the issues and not ''hit bel01rt the belt, 11 by touching a sore point. Hit-
ting below the belt is a ciistraction and causes a person to think about 
their hurt rather than the issue. 
2. '!his exercise is designed to determine where your belt-line is, and. to 
share this with your mate for feedback. 
3. Each spouse will receive a lined sheet of paper bearing a symbol of their 
sexual identity. 
4. Fold. the sheet in half lengtbwayr. 
5. Beginning with the bottom line on one-half of the sheet. list anything con-
cerning yourself Which you consider out-Of-bounds in settling differences 
with your spouse. 
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6. List only one item per line. 
7. When both of you are fil:U.shed turn your paper over and. exchange sheets. 
8. Without looking at what your maca has written, begin at the bottom line 
-J and. list what you believe your- husband/wife's tender areas are. -----+, ____________ 9.~en_y_o_u_ar_e_bo.th-fi.D.ished.-open-the-paper-and-compa1i'e-l-.i-s-t-s~-------------
~l 
1 - ---- 1 
j 
10. Dis~uas any differences. 
11. Do you feel that your mate's 11belt-liDe11 is too high (too many areas 
out-of-bounds) or too low (perhaps not realistic)? 
12. Is there anyway that your belt-lines can be lowered in order to make 
you stronger when conflict arises? 
E. Asking For Affection 
1. Take a moment to think of an expression of affection you would like 
from your partner. It should be something which he/she could do for 
you some time dur·ing your· afternoon free time. 
2. Be clear in your mind why this particular expression would. be important 
to you. 
3. Take turns sharing your requests with each other. Partners respond. as 
you will. 
4. Reassemble as large group for d.ebriefing: 
Debriefing questions: 
a. Could. you anticipate your partner's request? 
b. How d.id. you feel about asking for affection? 
F. Love Letters 
1. Give each person a sheet of paper. 
z. After receiving instructions, women go to another room, men remain, 
spread.ing ouc·. 
3. Write a love letter to your partner. 
a. Take some t:ime before you begin writing, to think of some things 
you wane to say. 
b. Focus on expressing your feelings and. thoughts on your relationship 
at present. 
c. Share the letters sometime Chis afternoon. Exchange the letters so 
that each partner can read. the letter first, before you do any verbal 
sharing. 












A. Introciu~tion - "Song of Songs" 
B. Film: 11Sexuality & Communication11 
c. Half sbeet on film - (Group sbsring) 
D. Break. snack, set caa.cilas 
E. "A Look. at Sexuality" - sheet (couple) 
1. Each person fills out anci then shares 3 areas mutually agreed on 
in couples - might want to share in areas where there are major 
differences in response. 
F. Compliment Exercise/Cancll.eligbt 
l. Give your mate three compliments invol.ving your sexual 
relationship. Write out: "I like the way you ••• 11 
2. When finished writing, light votive candle from a large candle, 
each couple may sit in an area somewhat removed from group. 
3. All candles are l.it and lights are out, take turns sharing 
compliments. No feedback except "thank you" until both are 
finiabed. 
4. Share Driefly with each ocher how each felt when giving and 
receiving compliments. If a comment is uot understood, can 




A •. Warm-up/Songs (see if anyone wants to take this responsibility) 
B. Affirmation Posters 
(Need; Newsprint. paper, markers, pencils) Time: 35 minutes 
1. Divide men and women into two groups. 
2. Each person write on a small piece of paper four or five positive 
characteristics - or what you like about your spouse. 
3. Have someone else in the group print those characteristics on a 
sheet of newsprint. using no namas on the paper. 
4. Bring the total group together. Women will hang up the sheets 
describing the husbands. 
13 7 
~~~~~-~I 5. Husban<ls select one sheet they think their me.ce wrote, with:::• 8 
~ disclosing this to the group; check out the choice quietly with 
I your wife. If correct~ "husband will remain with spouse. If not 
---~ correct. repeat the process untU he makes the correct choice. 
____ _;Jf-___________ 6_._B,epeat-the-p-t"OGess-wi-t-h-w-i-ves-guess-ing-the-tr-sb.·eec·s•"·---------------------
7. Identify_ posters in group: Share what led you to choose the 
poster1 or posters, you did. 
C. Spiritual Resources 
1. Peak Resources 
a. Fantasy Experience 
Get comfortable - imagine an experience you have sometimes in 
which you feel fully alive, something you do which makes yt:~u very 
happy to be alive, something which totally turns you on. 
Allow yourself to be in chat experience. Notice where you are -
what do you see. hear, smell, taste? 
Allow yourself to feel the sensations of your body. 
What other feelings are you havitlg7 
Is anyone with you? 
Enjoy yourself 
Now come back and share together as a couple 
b. Debriefing (as a group) 
Where were you? 
What were you doing? 
Were you alone or with others? 
How often do you do this? 
What effects does it have? 
2. Sustaining Resources (share in group) 
a. What are the occasions when you as individuals and as a 
couple feel closest to God? 
b. What helps you in times of crises? 
D. Renewing Our Love 
1. Song - "God Who Touches Earth With Beauty" 
2. Review Statement 




4. Prayer of Blessing for a Marriage 
5. Communion (as a group) 
6. Circ>le of ~banlr.s 
' ·--__ i 7. 11Uesc Be the Tie That B1Dd.s11 







Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory 
with Instructions to Couples, 
Subscales and Scoring 
- -= = 
- --
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I'lea.se do not Hri ta ynur n..1.~a on this 
fOX'm. '!our--a'nswer.J will be anonymou~. 
Do t·rrite your Soclill Security nurnhcr: 
Da.tc; __ ----------:-:-
L;.. 









to another person. Please consider each statement ld.th reference to your proccnt 
rela.t1onsh1p with your spouco. ~·larl' each statement in tho lett marC1,n, accordlnc: 
to how stronglY" :rou fool tha.t it is true, or not truo, in this rolo.tionship. 
P:Lense ma.rk everv one. ~-Trite in -to3 1 +2 1 +1 1 or -l, -2, -3 1 to stand for the 
following a.ns1rers: 
+3; Xes, I strongly fool tha.t it ic true. 
Xes, I fool it is true. 
-l; :·ro, I feel tha.t it is prolxl.bly 
Wltrue, or more untrue than true. 
No, I feel it is not true. 
+l: Yes, I feel that it ic probably true, 
or mOJ:"e true than untrue. 
-J• He, I otroll(;ly feel tha.·o it lc 
not t:ua. 
l. He respects me as a. peraon. 
2. He wants to understand how I see things. 
3, His interest in me oiaponoic on the things I SD.'J or clo, 
4. lie is com:fortablo a.noi at case in our rolstionship. 
5. He feels a true llkint3 for mo. 
6. He mB'J unoieJ:Stanoi my words but he oioes not ooe tho .a'J I feel. 
? , llhothor I am foellng ha.PW or unha.PW 1<i th myself makes no real oili'tercnce to 
tho .a'J he feels a.bout mo. 
0. I faal that he puta on a. role or front with me. 
9. !Ie is impatient uith mo. 
10, He noarl!f a.llla.!fS knows exactlr trha.t I mean. 
u. Depondina on my behaViour, he has a better opinion of me sometimes than he 
hss at other times. 
12. I feel tha.t he is rea.l a.nd 5anuino with me, 
__ 13, I feel a.ppracia.teoi by him. 
14. lie looks at t~ha.t I lie from his con point of view. 
__ 15. His feeling towa.rd me d.oesn 't depend on how I feel to~d hiln. 
l6. It mD.!tec him uneasy when I ask or ta.lk a. bout certain thiDt,"'S. 








18. He usually se=cs or =•es 1<ho.t I am £eellll,3. 
__ 19. He wa.ntG mo to bo a. pa.:ticula.r kind o! per:lon. 
20. I noa.rll' o.l.~<a.ys feel tha.t wbo.t ne sa.ys exprossos exactly who.t ne is foelln;: 
and tninking a.s ne sa.ys it. 
21. He fl.nda me ra.tner dull a.nd uniJ>terostin;:. 
22. His own a.ttitudes toward some of tne tnings I do or say prevent nim from 
und.,.t..Dding me. 
__ 2), I can (or could) be openly oritioo.J. or o.p:procio.tive of nim >~ithout really 
ma.king nim feel a.n:r differently <>bout me. 
24. ilo wants mo to thinit tllt. t he likes me or Wldar:r~nds me more tlun he 
really- does. 
__ 25. He caJ:cs f'or me. 
26. Sometimes he thinlca thEI.t 1 feel a certain uay, because that's the •Y ho 
:f'eela. 
27. He lii~e.G certain thin._.""' Ol.bout me, a.nd there are other thinc;s he docs no~,;, ll!~c. 
2!3. He does not a.void a.ey"tnin;: tho.t is important for our rela.tionsnip. 
__ 29. I fool tho.t ne diSilp:provco of me. 
__ JO. Ho realizes wha.t I mean even wnen I ha.ve difficulty 1n saying it. 
__ Jl. His a. tti tude toward. mo stays the· same; he is not pleased with mo sometimes 









Sometimec he is not .:J.t a.ll comfortable but we cro on, outlla:cdly 1crnorinc; 1 t. 
Ho just tolero.tos me. 
He usua.l.ly wtd.erstancla the 1ihole of 1fba.t I lilC&D.o 
If I snow tha.t I am a.n.<:r.r witn nim he becomes nurt or ansr.r witn me, too. 
He expresses his true imprassion.s a.nd tccllnc: uith lile. 
He is friendly a.nd wa.m uitn me. 
He juat taJ~as no notice or 3ome things. tha.t I thin!' or feel. 
How much he lll;es or disllltes me is not altarGd by anything tmt. I tell 
n1m a.bout myself. 
40. At tililes I sanae tha.t ho is not a.wa.re of uha.t ho is raa.ll:r feollng ~11th me. 







42. Ue a.pprecia.tes exD.Ctly' how ·~ho things I oxperienc:e feel to me. 
__ 4), He a.ppxoves o:C SOIOB thinG• I do, a.nd pl.o.inly disapproves o:r others, 
44. He is 1dllill6 to oxpress whatever ls actua.lly' in his mind r1ith me, incluclin{; 
a.ey feelings a.bout himselt or a.bout IIUJo 
__ 45. He dcesn 't like lllG tor m:self. 
46, At times ho thinks tha.t I :reel o. lot moro stro11,3ly about o. particular ttu.ncr 
tha.n I really do. 
__ 47. Hhether I a.m in e;ood spirits or feeli~ upset does not mclto him !'eel a.ny more 
or less appreciative or me. 
48, Ho ls openly bimaol:i' in our rolo.tionohip. 
__ 49. I seem to l.rrito.te a.nd bother him. 
__ )0. He does not roal.1zo how scnsi ti ve I u about some of the thin.zz He discuss. 
__ 5l. Uhether the 1dsa.s and i'eeli.nG.s I express ue "good" or ''ba.tl" seelllS to maltc 
no difforence to his f'ccllna toward me. 
,52. There a.ra timos when I i'oel tbilt his outtiard rcspom;o to mo is quito dil'i'Ol~cn~.­
f'l:'om the wa.y he feels underneath. 
__ .SJ. At tirues he foe~ contempt !'or me. 
__ 54, He Wldorsto.nds me. 
__ 55. Sometimes I a.m more worthwhile in his oyes tha.n I o.m at other timec, 
56. I ha.ve not felt he tries to hide a.eything from himsel:i' tha.t he foels with ""' 
__ S7 , He is truly interested in 1110, 
__ SO, His response to me is usuo.lly so fixed a.nd a.utolllll.tic tha.t I don't really 
~et through to him. 
__ 59, I don't think that a.eythiug I sa.y or do really chanCes tho "a)' he !eels 
toward me. 
60. ~lha.t he sa.yc tO me often elves n. wro~ imprcczion of his whole thouc;ht or 
feeling a.t the time. 
61. He feels doep affection for me. 
62, \Then I om hurt or upGet he can recognize ::ty feelings =ctl)', >~ithout 
becomine upset himself. 
__ 6), l!ha.t other peoplo thin!< of me does (or would, if he knew) affect the Hay 
he feels toward me. 
64. I believe tha.t he hD.3 foellllu"'D he does not. tell me about thol.t ua causin:~ 
di:Cficulty ino our rela.tic!1llhip. 
143 
Instructions 
· ']1.•· We are always interested in improving our presen-




LaVon Rupel (PSWC) is studying the retreat/workshop 
process with this in mind and would like you to fill 
out this questionnaire, 
Please complete the attached questionnaire upon 
arrival Friday afternoon and give it to your leader 
couple, You will be asked to fill out a question-
naire again on Sunday afternoon and one more ques-
tionnaire about 4 weeks from now. 
Your responses will be anonymous. Please1 
1) Do not put your name on any form. Do put your 
Social Security number on the upper right hand 
corner. Do indicate the date, 
2) Complete the forms independently of each other. 
Do not confer with your spouse, 
3) Answer each question for yourself in light of 







!D, Rl TO R64 * 
(idencification, variable # for each 
question) 
REG • (Rl + R5 + RlJ + R25 + RJ7 






(to tal) COMPUTE 
WRITE CASES 
• 
+ R2l + R29 + R33 + R45 
+ R49 + ~3) /16 
EMP • (R2 + RIO + RIB + R30 + 
R34 + R42 + R54 + R62) -
(R6 + Rl4 + R22 + R26 + R38 
+ R46 + R50 + R58)/l6 
CON • (R4 + Rl2 + R20 + R28 
+ R36 + R44 + R48 + R56) -
(R8 + Rl6 + R24 + R32 + R40 
+ R52 + R60 + R64)/16 
UNC • (R7 + Rl5 + R2J + R31 
+ R39 + R47 + R51 • R59) 
- (R3 + Rll + Rl9 + R27 + R35 
+ R43 + R55 + R63)/16 
TOTAL • (REG + EMP + UNC + 
CON) /4 
(4Fl.O, 64F2.0, 5F4.0) ID 
TO TOTAL 
*Subscale scoring for SPSS courtesy of Karen ~ampler 
College of Horne Economics 
University of Georgia 











Pasadena Church of the Brethren 
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2024 Cedar :·lay 
Stockton, CA 95207 
November 10, 1981 





Dear Bob 1 
I am >-lri ting to inquire if the Pasadena Church would consider sponsoring a marriage 
enrichment ~:orkshop sometime in the next few months. Pacific South~:est ~onference, 
out of its continuing interest in family life education is encouraging the churches 
of the conference to do this. 
Some of us feel a sense of urgency in stabilizing healthy marriages as ~-Je become 
increasingly aHara of the many stresses on families toda.y. i·:.a.ny denominations 
a.re finding tha.t the marriage enrichment ueekend is one Hay of doing this, I 
have taken on the responsibility for promoting marriage enrichment in PS~TC 
churches at the same time that I collect some information on marriage enrichr.!.ent 
retreats for my doctoral dissertation. 
The marriage enrichment weekend consists of activities intended to help couples 
learn more about their marriages and improve their communication. It suggests 
specific •~ays to I:Ja.ke life together more full of joy and meaning and to affirm 
the marriage commitment in light of ~iew Testament understa."l.dings. Individuals 
and couples are encouraged to look for their streno~hs and to build on them. 
The weekend usually begins on Friday evening and runs through Sunday noon. It 
includes both structured and unstructured couple time and some group activities. 
rto one is "put on the spot" or asked to share thino<>"S they don't feel free to 
share. t,:cFa.rland, 1-Iodesto, San Diego and other l?Si'iC churches have held marriage 
enrichment weekends. They report unanimously that couples have· found them both 
enjoyable and helpful and they plan to schedule additional retreats. 
?S;·TC is prepared to offer a. lea.der couple specially trained for leadership in 
ma.rria.ge enrichment weekends. \'ie recommend a minimum of five couples, a maximum 
of eight couples (in addition to the leader couple). 3ecause retreat facilities 
are both hard to locate and to schedule and their costs ma.ke it difficult for 
some couples to participate, PSUC is suggesting the marriage enrichment workshop 
be held in your church and couples can then stay in their oun homes. The leader 
couples volunteer their time, so the leaders' transportation and a few miscellan·· 
eous supplies are the only costs. 
~·Then promoting a. marriage enrichment event, in a.ddi tion to general publicity, 
it is usually a good idea for one person (or couple) to personally contact 
couples to inVite them and answer their questions (additional information about 
marriage enrichment can be supplied for this purpose if you wish) . The contact 
person would also arrange the date for the Horkshop and serve as a contact Hith 
the PS:JC leader couple. 
I will phone you in a few days to see if it is likely that the Pasadena ~burch 
is open to planning a marriage etn'ichment workshop and if so, Hho your contact 











Church of the Brethren 
918 Sierra Orive Modesto, California 95351 Phone 523-1438 
MlniSI.,. anQ Slalf:. Tom 0eU. Glenn Harmon, JOhn Hunter, Manha Webber, Aomy Mueller 
Feb~ 5, 1982 
1334 llouaer Lane 
Modesto, Ca 95351 
Dear 
We iAvite you to joiu us for an exciting Marriage Enrichment weekend. 
Thia 1a the fourth year that the Modesto Congregation has offered mar-
riage enrichment events, and those who have participated say they have 
found it helpful, supportive, fun aud gro~hful. 
Our marriage em:ichment weekend wUl follow a workshop format. We will 
begiu with fun activities as a group to help us know each other a little 
better. Later, soma suggestions for couple activities -- entirely vol-
untary -- will focus on ways to talk together, work together and play 
together that can add more joy to the marriage relationship. No one will 
be aslr.eci to change, but to affirm. what is unique and good in their own 
relationship and to look at~ to accentuate the posit~ve. We will 
look at a film together and discuss it with our spouses. We will share 
vith other couples some relaxed free time and some avenues of spiritual 
growth. ' 
Moat persons, vbeD c.hey come home from a taarriage enrichment retreat, 
say they feel a senae of renewal both aa individuals and as a couple. 
'rhe coat of a marriage enrichment retreat 1s for room and. meals only. 
Lead.erahip tilDe 1a donated. '!he retreat will be held in a lovely new 
.cunu:i.D log ho- near Twain Harte. April 2. 3, 4 (Friday evening through 
Sunclay noon). The cost is $60 per couple. Plan to eat Frid.ay evening 
before you arrive at the retreat location. 
It ia iDportant that you let ua know by March 19 ·if you plan to attend. 
The facility we are planning to use can only accomodate six couples plus 
the leader couple. 
The details of preparation foJ:' the retreat • schedule, and materials 
needed. will be sent to you aa soon aa we know vho is going to be a part 
of the J:'Btl:'eat. 
SinceJ:"ely, 
Tam an<i Nancy Deal 
tll:m 















PLEASE l'IU. OUT THE ~LLOl!IllG Il:TFOlll·lATION ~TillE OtlLY: 
l. Age, ______ _ 2, Sex: HaJ.e_ Female __ _ 




5· Fir.!t lll&rriage ---- Second ,..,!nage ----
6, !lumber of ye= of school completed: High School. ___ _ 
Gr...dlla.te ----
l 







7 , Employment :Full time ----
Part time __ _ 
8, Allmlal Income Bange for Family: tinder $15,000 
$15,000 - $25,000 
$25,000 - $)5,000 
$)5,000 - over 
9. Social Securlty # --------------
' • • I I ' • .. ·.• • • • o I •. I t 0 o ,• o ; • I 
l!ot employed'-----
APPENDIX F 






Ma.q 5, 1982 
Enc.f.o-6 ed al!.e que..~>-U.onna..i.l!.e.l> 6oll the. ll<Z.tlle.a.t at Pa..~>ade.na. 
011 .'la.q 74-16. The. qt!e..~>t.i.onna..l.Jt.c6 aile .i.de.nt.i.ca..e. except 
6oll the. pelt.&ona..f. pl!.onoun and al!.e the.!!.e.Sollc .~>epa.l!.ated 
"6ol!. women" and ''6ol!. men.'' 
The. 6.i.l!..~>t packet conta..i.n.~> 2 extl!.a.~ .i.n ol!.del!. that the 
two o6 qou ma.q 6am.i.l.i.a.l!..i.ze qoul!.&el6 w.i.th .i.t by chechlng 
qoul!. own Jt.e.~>pon6 e.& p!!.-i..Ol!. to a.dm.i.nl-&tel!..i.ng .i.t to tlte 
l!.etl!.e.a.t pal!.t.i.c.i.pa.nt-&. 
~eca.u&e an .i.n~tlluct.i.on &heet a.ccompa.n.l.e-& the &o!!.m& on 
the 0 .i.!!..~>t a.dm.i.n.i.-&tJt.a.t.l.on, no expla.na..tlon &hou.ld be 
nece&.~>a.l!.y othe.!!. than: "We wou.ld l.i.ke you. to 6ll.f. ou.t 
th.i.& que.6t-i..onna.-i..l!.e while we'l!.e wa.i.t.i.ng 5o!!. othc!!..~> to 
al!.ll.i.ve ( 01!. pllepa.Jt..i.ng .to be.g.i.nJ. When you. have com-
pleted .<.t, p.f.e.a..!Je Jt.e.tuJt.n .<.t to [the de&.i.gna.ted envelope] 
and we w.i.ll g-l.ve. qou d.i.l!.e.c.t.i.on.& 6M the 6.i.l!..&t a.ct.lv.i.:tq." 
Pe!!.ha.p.& one o 0 you. can be .i.n cha.Jt.ge o0 pa.~>.6.i.ng ou.:t and 
co.f.le.ct.i.ng the qu.e..~>.t.i.onna..i.l!.e. wh.i.le. the othell g.i.ve& d.i.l!.-
e.ct.<.on.& 6oll the be.g.i.nn.i.ng a.ct.i.vl.tq. 
At the. conclu.&.i.on o 0 .the. l!.etl!.e.a.t, pa..~>& ou.t the. .~>e.cond 
a.dm.i.n.i.&tl!.a.t.<.on o 6 0ol!.m.6 along with and a..~> a. pa.!!.t o 6 
you-t Wl!..i.tte.n e.va.lua.t.i.on.&. Aga..i.n, the.q .~>hould be l!.e-' 
.tul!.ne.d to the. a.pp!!.opl!..i.a.te. e.nve..f.ope. 
r w-i..ll be. glad to -te.i.mbuJt.-6 e you 601!. the. po.~>ta.ge .i.n 
l!.e.tu.Jt.n-i..ng the. 6ollm.6 to me. 6ollow.i.ng the. lle.:tl!.e.a.t. IS 
qou. have au.!!.the.ll que.at.<.on.&, do not he.&.i.ta.:te. to ca..e..e. 
me. collect a.t (209) 951-3632. 
Tha.nko a. m.i..f.l.i.on noll a..f..f. qoul!. help and coope.lla.t.i.on. 
l{a.ve 6un! 
i~c,,, 
LVR:gt 
